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The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in mu;st g:.g;!d ﬂ{‘%@ll‘l gumot
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Thomas M. Buck. Capper Kendﬁ“ck N?gw!son Wadmrth
William Martin. Ke orbeek Walsh, Mass.
Gunner Charles A. Kohls to be a chief gunner in the Navy, | Cuortis Ladd Overman Walsh, Mont,
to rank with but after ensign from the 3d day of December, ggln . Iﬂ:)groot PH% }‘gglt-gg e
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The following-named gunners to be chief gomners in the Navy, ngg s ﬁcxm? s"""{ﬂ"" .

to rank with but after ensign from the 16th day of December,
1921 :

Daniel MeCallum,

Robert Semple.

Gunner Jesse J. Alexander to be a chief gunner in the Navy,
to rank with but after ensign from the Tth day of March, 1922,

Machinist Cyrus 8. Hansel to be a chief machinist in the
Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 17th day of Janu-
ary, 1918. :

Machinist Ernest J. Leonard to be a chief machinist in the
Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 28th day of De-
cember, 1920.

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in the
Navy, to rank with but after ensign from the 30th day of No-
vember, 1921 :

Alfred E. Raue.

Albert H. Mellien.

CONFIRMATIONS.

Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 21 (legis-
lative day of April 20), 1922.
CorLECcTOR OF CUSTOMS.
John A. Royse to be collector of customs, district No. 40, In-
dianapolis, Ind.
REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.
Robert H. Patterson to be register of land office, Duluth, Minn.
Clande O. Turner to be register of land office, Dickinson,
N. Dak. X
POSTMASTERS.
CONNECTICUT.
Carleton W. Tyler, Southbury.
NEW JERSEY.
John A. Campbell, Highwood.
NEW YORK.
John C. Banschbach, Hicksville.
,  NORTH CAROLINA.
Robert L. Strowd, Chapel Hill
Oscar R. Simpson, Duke,
Clarence C. Rowe, Spray.
PENNSYLVANIA.
Benard Peters, Brackenridge.
William E. Reed, Duquesne,
Edward R. Dissinger, Mount Gretna.
Frederick C. Patten, Narberth.
William S. Tomlinson, Newtown.
TEXAS.
Wallace C. Wilson, McKinney.
Sallie P. Lunday, Naples.
Robert E. Johnson, Pecos.
Lotta BE. Turney, Smithville.
Mary Lovely, Weslaco.

SENATE.
Saturpay, July 22, 1922.
( Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess. :
THE TARIFF. -

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the
industries of the United States, and for other purposes.

Mr, McCUMBER. Mr. President, I think before we open up
the discussion of the woolen schedule we had better have a
quorum. I therefore suggest the absence ‘of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

The VICE PRESIDENT. Forty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is not present.

Mr. McCUMBER. I move that the Sergeant at Arms be
directed to procure the attendance of absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sergeant at Arms will execute
the order of the Senate.

Mr. PoxEReNE, Mr, SterriNg, and Mr. SwaNsow entered the
Chamber and answered to their names.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty Senators have answered to
their names. A gquorum is present.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate closes its session on this calendar day it take a recess
until Monday next at 11 o'clock a. m.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered. :

Mr. McCUMBER. I now ask that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the wool schedule, and I desire the attention
of Senators for just a few minutes.

Mr. SMITH. I had intended fo ask that I might be permitted
to read a short editorial which appears in one of the newspapers
of South Carolina pertaining to the cotton industry, which is
so closely allied to the wool industry, but if I can obtain the
floor after the Senator from North Dakota shall have concluded
his introductory remarks on the wool schedule I shall then
read the editorial in guestion,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, in the act of 1909 we im-
posed a duty of 11 cents per pound on imported wool in the
grease. 'The purpose of that law was to give to the producer of
wool in the United States a protection of 11 cents per pound..
It was assumed in giving that protection that there would be a
loss of about 663 per cent between the wool in the grease and
the scoured content, including other losses. Therefore we gave
to the manufacturer of woolen products a differential equivalent
to 33 cents per pound upon the scoured content, or three times
the amount accorded to the producer of wool in the grease.

The actual working out of that law was this: The importers
did not import wool that lost 66§ per cent in scouring, but, en
the contrary, as they imported the article the wool off the belly,
the legs, the neck, and so forth, of the sheep had been skirted
away, so that the allowance for scouring loss was entirely dis-
proportionate. So, while we gave the manufacturer a compensa-
tory duty equivalent to 33 cents per pound of the scoured wool,
he actually in the importing had to pay only about 18 cents,
and had the advantage of the difference between 18 cents and
33 cents. The farmer and the producer of wool, instead of get-
ting an advantage or a protection of 11 cents, according to the
Tariff Commission report, secured an advantage, I think, of
7.6 cents per pound.

In remodeling the tariff law, in the pending bill we have
taken extra precaution to guarantee that the producer of wool
shall have the equivalent of 33 cents upon the scoured content.
Therefore we have provided for a duty equivalent to 33 cents
upon the scoured content as it enters the ports. However, in-
stead of using the exact term of 33 cents it was thought best
by a majority of the committee to make a large number of
brackets, which would allow for a difference of opinion between
the importer and the appraiser. Therefore we divided the
schedule into brackets which would practically be in each in-
stance the equivalent of 83 cents. As one of the committee, I
am impressed, however, that it would have been better to have
simply declared for a 33 cents per pound duty upon the scoured
content; but the majority of the committee decided otherwise,
I think there is very little difference in the matter, at any rate,
and it is only a question of administration,

Mr. President, we have allowed in the compensatory duty to
the manufacturer the full equivalent of 33 cents per pound
upon the scoured content, and have also made allowance for
losses, so that the manufacturer will secure the same dif-
ferential protection that he secured in the law of 1909 ; but he
will not be allowed to take advantage of a difference which
he obtained in importing goods with a very low loss. There-
fore the farmer will secure the benefit of the full rate.

Mr. President, there is one exception to this rule, and that
is in the skirted wools that are used for carpet purposes.
Under the old law we ascertained that, while the carpet wools
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were upon the free 1list, some of those earpet wools 'were ac-
tually used in the manufacture of clothing. Therefore in
order to guard against the use in eclothing of the wool -on
which no duty is paid we provide that the carpet wool, ‘which
is a low grade of wool scarcely fit for the manufacture of
clothing, may be imported in bond, and upon a showing that
none of it has gome into the manufacture of clothing the duty
may be rebated or refunded.

Notwithstanding the fact, Mr. President, that the spread of
the wages between the foreign producer and the American
producer has very materially widened compared with the
gpread in 1909 and 1910, we have given .a duty for protection
as distinguished from a duty for compensation which will
average on the ad valorem basis considerably less than the
law of 1909.

Mr. President, the details of this schedule will be discussed
as we consider each item. I simply desire to make this gen-
eral statement in order that the Senate may have an under-
standing of ‘about what the committee has purposed to do in
formulating the wool schedule.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico obtained the floor.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the ‘Benator from New
Mexico yield to me? I should like to ask the Senator from
North Dakota a guestion.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I was just going to ask the Sen-
ator from NWorth Dakota a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SpeExcer in the chair).
Does the Senator from North Dakota yield the floor?

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 have yielded the ﬂ?or, but I will Te-
spond to a question if T can answer it.

Afr. JONES of New Mexieo. I merely wish to ask a question.
I observe, Mr. President, the difference between the so-called
compensatory rates under this bill and the compensatory rates
under the act of 1909. Under the act of 1909 on the finer grades
of cloth there was allowed for wastage—presumptively that
was ‘the purpose -of the allowance at that time—11 eents a
pound; in other words, the compensatory duty on the finer
grades of cloth was 44 cents a pound. That was intended to
eover the 83 cents a pound on the clean content and allow an-
other 11 cents a pound for the loss in wastage in the manufac-
ture. I observe that under the propesal which now comes to us
the allowance for wastage is increased to 16 cents per pound on
the higher grades and on the lower grades in like proportion.
I wonder whether the Senator from North Dakota or the Sen-
ator from Utah desires to make an explanation of -that at this
time,

Mr. SMOOT. T am perfectly willing to explain it at this
time or at any other time, If the Senator desires, I will make
the explanation now.

Mr. MCCUMBER. T think ‘the Senator from Utah has more
of an expert knowledge and can better explain the intricate
details of the schedule than ean I, and I will ask him to reply
-to the Senator,

Mr, SMOOT,. Mr. President, it is trne that in the Payne-
‘Aldrich law the rate upon wool in the grease was 11 cents ; upon
washed wool 22 cents; upon scoured wool 33 cents, and the com-
pensatory duty on the cloth was 44 cents. In other words, upon
the cloth the duty was four-times the amount imposed upon the
wool in the grease. The manufacturer did not pay a duty of 11
cents on wool in the grease——

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President——

Mr., SMOOT. If the Senator will allow ‘me, I should like to
complete the explanation and then I will be glad to answer any
question, because I think it is better to take the guestion up
and ecarry it through consecutively, from weol in the grease to
the cloth.

The real duty, Mr. President, upon wool in the grease that
the manufacturer was eompelled to pay because of the lighter
shrinkage of wools that were imported from Australia and
other foreign eountries on :account of the skirting and other
processes referred to by the Senator from North Dakota—and
I shall not go into them—and the protection the woolgrower
received instead of being 11 cenis a paund was on the average
about 6 cents, .and in some cases only 5 eents a pound, and on
fine clothing 7.8 cents a pound instead of 11 cents. Therefore
the manufacturer could well afford to have & compensatory
duty of only 44 cents a pound because of the fact that four
times 7.8 cents is only 31 cents, and he received 44 cents. No
matter syhat the shrinkage may be, the duty on scoured woel
is 33 eents a pound in the pending bill.

Mr. President, this bill makes provision to cover the actual
loss in the scoured wool in. each process beginning .with the
tops and ending with the cloth, and so that you need not take

my weord as a manufacturer of woolens 1 will read what the
!I.‘aril! Commission says.
The Tarift Commission, on page 3528——

L]

‘Mr. JONES of New Mexico, Mr. President, T think the
question I asked can be answered without going into that.
I realize -that what the Senator from Utah says is absolutely
correct, but -nevertheless it is a fact that the Payne-Aldrich
law, the mct of 1909, was framed upon the scientific theory
that the amount of the duty on the cleaned content was 33
cents a pound, and the manufacturers at that time thought
that an addition of one-third was quite sufficient to make up
the wastage in manufacture.

Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly they did, because 3 times 7 is
21, and instead of 33 they had 21, or a difference there of 12
cents, and the 12 cents added to the 11 cents made 23 cents.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Does not the Senator know that
the producers of this country svere told at that time that the
tariff upon raw 'wool amounted to 33 cents a pound on the
cleaned content, and that the compensatory duty allowed to the
manufacturer was only 11 cents a pound npon the finest class
of woolen goods to compensate for the loss in manufacture, or
44 cents a pound; and was it not stated to the country at that
time that this was a protection to'the woolgrowers of the coun-
try of 11 cents a pound on the wool in the grease, and was It
not figured out on the basis of 33 cents®a pound on the cleaned
content?

‘Mr, SMOOT. I have said it so many times in all parts of
the country that I do not think it is necessary for me to repeat
it now; and I want to say to the Senator now that the 11 cents
a pound differential between the scoured content of wool and
the manufacture of ‘fine clothing is not sufficient. Take 100
pounds of fine cloth made from -seoured wool and it will re-
quire 150 pounds of ¢leaned wool to make it,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. In the preparation of the Payne-
Aldrich bill, was it not conceded by the manufacturer and was
not that bill framed upon the theory that 11 cents a 'pound,
or 33 per cent additional, was sufficient to measure the wastage
in the manufacture?

Mr. BMOOT. Yes; taking it as a whole and step by step
from the grease wool. that was what was ¢laimed.

‘Mr. JONES of New Mexico. It is proposed now, where we
have an actual duty of 33 cents a pound upon the scoured con-
tent, to increase that «differential to 16 cents a pound?

Mr. SMOOT. That is true in some cases, and it is absolutely
necessary.
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator now says that it
is abselutely necessary. It is upon that point that I want to
hear from the Senator at length, because at the time the Payne-
Aldrich bill was framed it was considered that a differential
for wastage of one-third was ample; and  the distingnished
Senator from Idaho [Mr. GoobiNg], in a speech during this
session of Congress, I believe, contended most earnestly that
11 cents a pound was too much. Now the Finance Committee
brings in here a bill increasing that differential from 11 cents
to 16 cents, when the Payne-Aldrich bill was prepared upon the

theory and accepted by the manufacturers of this country upon

the ‘theory that that increase of one-third was sufficient. The
distingnished Senator from Idaho, who at one time was presi-
dent of the Woolgrowers' Association of this country, made
a year's study of this guestion, and came on.the floor of the
Senate and deliberately told us that that theoretieal difference
of 33 cents upon the scoured content under the Payne-Aldrich
bill was too much, and the Finance Committee now increases
that by a very material percentage—from 11 cents a pound ta
16 cents a pound.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator did not let/me finish my statement,
or I would have called attention to the fact that the 49 cents
is only on goods where the thread is all of fine wool, entering
into fine kinds of cloth.

The Senator will find rates where a eompensatory duty of
that amount is not given, It all depends upon the value of the
goods and the size of the thread whether or not the eompensa~
tory duty of 16 cents is given ; and I want to say to the Senator
now that is exactly what the Tariff Commission says is neces-
sary, and it is necessary. I kmow it as a manufacturer,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, the other rates
upon different kinds of cloth, however, provide for a compensa-
tory duty relative to this increase, do they not?

Mr. SMOOT. Relative as to the size of the thread or the
cost of the yarn, certainly; buf in some cases there is only a
duty of 40 cents, and that is 7 cents difference, while in the
Payne-Aldrich bill they all had a duty of 44 cents or a difference
of 11 cents, It did not make any difference whether the fabric
was half cotton, it did not make any difference whether they
were virtually all cotton with but one thread of wool. If there
was one thread of wool in it, the duty was 44 cents. This bill
does not have any such provision. This bill provides that the
duty shall apply wherever the yarn is in ¢hief value of wool
That is one thing that made the Payne-Aldrich bill so open to
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eriticism and eaused the criticism in the United States against it.
In other words, a dozen blankets were brought into the United
States under the Payne-Aldrich rates. Those blankets were all
cotton with the exception of the wool border; and because those
cotton blankets had a wool border they carried the full rate of
44 cents a pound, bringing the duty on the blankets up to 485

per cent.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, President, will the Senator advise us
what was the phraseology of the bill at that time, if he has it
before him, which would authorize that?

Mr. SMOOT. “Any part of which was wool ”; not “of chief
value.” All they had to do was to put one thread of wool in it,
and there was wool in it, and it carried that rate. There is no
such provision in this bill. It is cut out; and now I want to
gay to the Senator that this is what our Tariff Commission said:

Applying this, the correct arithmetical method of finding the proper
ratios for the compensatory duties, the rates should be: For tops,
1.111 times the duty on scoured wool; !ortismu, 1.207 times the duty
on scoured wool; for fabries, 1.500 times the duty on scoured wool

Mr. GOODING. Mr, President——

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

Mr. SMOOT. Just a®moment, and then I will yield. Taking
33 cents in the case of all-wool fabries, one-half of 33 cents is
164 cents; 33 and 164 is 494 cents, and the committee in all
cases have made it 49 cents. I will say now that there is no
woolen manufacturer in all the world who can take less than
150 pounds of wool and start it through the picker and bring
it out into fine cloth without that loss, and if it is a fine wool
thread made into the goods——

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, the Senator was reading
from page 35287

Mr. SMOOT. Page 3528,

Mr. POMERENE. I understood the Senator to say that that
was the finding of the Tariff Commission. It seems to be the
testimony of Mr. John P. Wood.

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, it is the testimony of John P.
Wood, but he is only quoting the Tariff Commission’s figures.

Mr. POMERENE. 1 wanted to be advised. The Senator
wants to be right about it.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I do, certainly; but John P. Wood quotes
the Tariff Commission’s figures.

Mr. POMERENE. This statement is made under the head-
ing:

Statement of John P. Wood, Boston, Mass,, representing the Na-
tional Assoclation of Wool Manufacturers.

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. POMERENE. What I have read is from page 3525.

Mr. SMOOT. That is right; and I will show the Senator
the report just as soon as the experts find it. The Senator
can figure the rates out himself, or it will take me a few mo-
ments to do it

Mr. POMERENE, I do not ask the Senator to disturb the
thread of his thought.

Mr. SMOOT. The report of the Tariff Commission on Sched-
ule K, page 626, figures them out on the rate of 25 cents on
the scoured content that was provided for in the House bill,
and the Senator will find that the percentages are approxi-
mately the same,

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, the Senator has
criticized in very severe terms the provisions of the Payne-
Aldrich bill. I will ask him if he did not vote for that bill?

Mr. SMOOT. I did; and I will say to the Senator that I
named the cause that brought forth the criticism; but if the
Senator will investigate he will find out that there were never
any blankets brought into the country except the 12 pairs that
were brought here as samples. I said upon the floor of the
Senate that such a thing never happened with regular com-
mercial goods, and it never has happened; but it gave every-

in this country a chance to point to one importation of 12
blankets, with the rate of 485 per cent, and nobody could
deny it. It was true.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator understood what
the effect of that bill was at the time he voted for it, did
he not?

Mr, SMOOT. Why, certainly; and I called the Senate’s at-
tention to the very fact of the 12 blankets that I speak of when
the story went from one end of this couniry to the other and
rang in this Chamber from the other side that the poor man’s
blankets carried a duty of 485 per cent. I had the blanket in
this very Chamber. I showed the blanket to the Senate, and
there was not a thread of wool in it, with the exception of
what was in the selvage.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The manufacturers of the coun-
try generally favored that bill, did they not, and really helped
to frame it?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly they favored it. Why should they
not favor it when they not only got the protective duty that
was given there but they got more than the necessary com-
pensatory duty on the wool?

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator was quite willing,
as one of those manufacturers and as a member of the Senate,
to put such a provision into the bill that would permit that sort
of thing to be done.

Mr. SMOOT. That provision went into the bill with the
understanding that the clothing wools of the country shrink
66§ per cent. I ask the Senator, who knows, as he comes from
a woolgrowing State, what percentage the clothing wools of
New Mexico shrink?

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. They vary, of course.

Mr. SMOOT. What is the average shrinkage in the fine cloth-
ing wools raised in New Mexico?

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. They will shrink somewhere
from 60 to 65 per cent.
thf:. SMOOT. They will shrink on an average more than

18

Mr. BURSUM rose.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico.
give that information.

Mr. SMOOT. The fine clothing wools will shrink 70 per
cent and the average will be 2 or 3 per cent less.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think there are some wools in
New Mexico which shrink 70 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. There are some wools in New Mexico that will
shrink 78 per cent. I have bought wools many and many a
time, carloads of them, which would shrink 80 per cent.

Mr. BURSUM. I think I can enlighten the Senator about
the shrinkage of wools in New Mexico. It depends on the loca-
tion ; but wools shrink from 58 to 74 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt of it.

Mr. BURSUM. If the sheep have been ranged on sandy soil,
the wools will have a heavy shrinkage, but in the case of fine
wools, the general average is around 67 per cent. :

Mr. SMOOT. Absolutely; and that is the case in Utah.

Mr. POMERENE. Will the Senator from New Mexico give
the maximum and minimum of shrinkage in wool?

Mr. BURSUM. The minimum shrinkage is around 58 per
cenft, but as a rule that shrinkage does not apply to a very
fine wool. Fine wools hardly ever shrink less than 64 per
cent, and they will go as high as 72 per cent; but 67 per cent
is a fair average for fine wools.

Mr, SMOOT. The wools in Montana do not shrink as much
as the wools in Utah of the same identical grade, because of the
fact that the sheep have a rather superior grazing ground.

_ Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that.

Mr. SMOOT. But the fact of the matter is that in 1909 the
average shrinkage of the clothing wools in the United States
was 66§ per cent, and a shrinkage of 664 per cent in wool at
11 cents a pound means 33 cents on the scoured content.

Mr. BURSUM. I want to suggest, though, that it is unfair
and unscientific to fix a duty based upon wools in the grease
and on an average shrinkage. The dirt and the grease which
acompany the wool should not be taken into consideration. It
is the clean content that should be considered, the amount of
the wool. It is ridiculous to talk about fixing a duty based
upon a mixture of wool and dirt and grease, and to average the
duty on that basis. It should be on the clean wool.

Mr, SMOOT. This is what the Tariff Commission says about
the shrinkage of wool in New Mexico:

In normal seasons their clip runs largely to French combing or longer,
It also iz more uniform in grade and character than in most other areas
in the State. In the western part of this section the shrinkage usually
ranges from 62 to 66 per cent; eastword it generally runs from 66 to
72 per cent ; while in most other areas the same per cent (sometimes a
higher) shrinkage is the rule. The State average has been about 67
per cent during the past six years.

Mr., JONES of New Mexico. T understand that, So the
Payne-Aldrich bill was framed upon the theory that the wool
would shrink 663 per cent?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and if we used all American wools, then
33 cents would have been the proper rate, and the manu-
facturer would not have secured anything whatever in the
scouring. But what did they do? They imported Australian
wools, skirted, with all the tags, and all the necks, and all of
the belly wool taken off, simply the body of the wool, and
then in the handling of it as much of the dirt was shaken out
of it as possible, and they got those wools in shrinking 40
per cent instead of 66§ per cent.

Mr. BURSUM. Sometimes as low as 30 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking of the average.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The skirting of wool for im-
portation was permitted by the Payne-Aldrich law, was it not?

I dare say my colleague can
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Mr. SMOOT, It is not permitted by this bill.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that the duty In
this bill is on the clean content, and the question of skirting
has nothing to do with it; but under the emergency tariff law,
which we passed, we did eliminate the right to skirt those
wools before bringing them in here:

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is correct.

Mr. JONKS of New Mexico. The point I want to emphasize
js that in that law there was a provision for this skirting,
which did bring down the shrinkage of the foreign wools; that
that was one of the jokers in the bill; and that it was indorsed
at that time by the manufacturers of this country.

They contended for a compensatory duty of 33} per cent, 11
cents upon the manufactured article, when they knew that the
ghrinkage of the wool would not bring the duty up to 33 cents a
pound on the scoured content. They knew that. They fixed
those prices. They gave it out to the counfry that that was all
the compensatory duty they were getiing, but it now appears
that they knew that they were deceiving the people of the coun-
try, and they are the persons who come here now and undertake
to tell the Senate what compensatory rates they need.

T submit that we should have other and further proof. They
gave it out to the country then that that was all they required;
that there was a duty of 33 cents a pound upon the scoured con-
tent, and that all they needed was 11 cenis a pound additional
to provide for the wastage; and now, upon no other proof than
of those men who deliberately deceived the people of the coun-
try and the woolgrowers of the country, we are asked to in-
erease the compensatory duty much beyond the rate which they
asked for when the Payne-Aldrich bill was heing framed. They
also deceived the Members of Congress. I ean not coneeive that
the Senater from Utah at the time he voted for that bill com-
prehended’ the enormities which it contained and the deception
which it contained.

Mr, SMOQT. Mr. President, the Senator says that we have
no more information than that furnished by these manufac-
turers as to whether there is any other amount than 11 cents
compensatory over and above 33 cents per pound on the
scoured content. The Tariff Commission spent $250,000 check-
ing up every item, from one end of the country fo the other,
and all over the world. They have gone into all the factories
of America, and not only America, but in foreign lands, and
they say that it requires 1% pounds of scoured fine wool to
make a pound of wool cleth. The commitiee paid neo atten-
tion to what the manufacturers said. We took the findings of
the Tariff Commission, and it cost us $250,000 to get that
information.

Mr., JONES of New Mexico. What allowance is made for
the waste? That waste, I suppose, did net go up into thin air.
What beecame of that? y

Mr. BMOOT. Of course, the Senator knows very well that
in the clipping of wools there are little short clippings off
the sheep, called the second clippings, and most of that goes
into the wool when sacked. Just as soon as it reaches the wool
washer half of it goes out, and when it reaches the eards the
other half flies all over the card room. It is good for nothing.
But I say that where the ends break in weaving, or where we
tie np a thread, there is a little piece of thread lost.

Not only there, but at every step in the manufacture, from
the time the wool is first handled to the finished cloth, there
are losses. In the scouring of it there are losses; in the
picker there are losses; in the carding there are losses; in the
spinning of it there are losses; in the beaming of it there are
losses; in the weaving of it there are losses; in the finishing
of it there are losses. Not only that, but there are losses on
account of every imperfection in the wool. The Tariff Com-
mission says those losses amount to ome-half a pound upon
every pound and a half of wool that is used.

1 say now, Mr. President, if I were going to lay out the wool
to make the suit of elothes I am wearing, and I wanted a hundred
pounds of this finished cloth, I could not start with less than 150
pounds of wool at the picker. If I got less than 100 pounds
after starting with 150 pounds at the picker, I would want to
'know where the extra waste was.

Mr, POMERENE. Has not the Senator made a mistake in
his mathematics? He said one-half a pound for every pound.
. Does he not mean one-third a pound loss in every pound?

Mr. SMOOT. I was speaking the other way, from the 1 pound.
‘It is one-half on and one-third off.

Mr. POMERENE. I thought the Senator’s language was sus-
ceptible of misconstruction.

Mr. SMOOT. I thank the Senator. Ome-half on is one-third
off. I want the Senate to understand that under the bill as it
was reported to the Senate no one is going to get any advantage.
The woolman gets the protection given him, and no one can

take it away from him. The manufacturer does not get one
penny of protection beyond what the bill gives, and he can not
take it out of the wool grower, as has been done in the past.

The whole question is, How much protection shall we give
the woolgrower? The committee decided that it should be 33
cents & pound on the clean content of the wool, and I want to
say that if that is agreed to by the Senate I can defend every
rate named in this bill by way of proteetion, and every compen-
satory rate that is provided for in every paragraph of this
schedule. It is nof guesswork, but actual facts, actual resnits,
and what every millman will have to. meet.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Will the Senator submit to one or two
questions which I would like to ask for information?

Mr. SMOOT. Ce A

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator state, for example, in
what grades of wool, roughly speaking, most of the American
product falls?

Mr. SMOOT. Most of the American wool used in clothing
shrinks 60.per eent or abeve.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not asking that the grade be de-
scribed by percentage, but that the grade be described in terms
of the wool buyer. .

Mr. SMOOT. In terms of the wool buyer, it would be “ me-
dium ” and “fine medium.”

Mr.? WADSWORTH. What grade is considered the top
grade? -

Mr. SMOOT, The fine wool.

Mr. GOODING. And we bave fine medium.

Mr SMOOT. That is a little coarser than. the fine wool
Fine wool comes from the French merino, the full blood. Then
from that there is the fine medium and the medium ; then there
is the coarse in the different grades of wool. The finer the grade
of wool the greater the shrinkage, because all fine wools earry
more grease than coarse wools; and the more grease in the wool
the more dirt it gathers in the grazing.

Mr. BURSUM. The grazing has everything to do with the
character of the grease.

Mr, SMOOT. Not the character by the quantity.

Mr., BURSUM. If they graze on sandy soil, the wool will
shr:]r-lk more than where they graze on soil where there is no
san

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator be good enough to
identify, for my own information, the deseriptive terms * half
blood,” * three-eighths,” and “gquarter blood ™?

Mr. SMOOT. Half blood is a cross between very coarse and
fine sheep.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I know that as a breeder myself, but
to what grade of wool recited by the Senator does that conform?

Mr, SMOOT. Coarse wool can ouly be nsed in the making of
certain thread—not the finest of threads, of course. The finer
the wool the finer we ean spin the thread. I would say our
wools in America are made into threads running perhaps frem
20s up to 70s.

Mr. WADSWORTH. What I was asking the Senator is this:
I happen to know what a half bloed is and a three-gquarter
blood and a quarter blood; but expressed in the terms of the
wool buyer, what sort of wool and what grade of wool does
the half blood sheep produce? The Senator has used the ex-

“ mediums,” for example. .

Mr. SMOOT. A good medium would be a half blood. Frem
the half blood we could make threads between 50s and 60s.
I do not think we would want to use any finer wool than that
to make a coarser thread than 50s, when we can make as
coarse thread as we want to from the medinm wools, It would
not pay to do it. But the half-blood wool is generally bought
;r;:dm 80:. manufacturer wants to make a thread betweean 50s

Mr. WADSWORTH. What is the half-blood wool?

Mr. SMOOT. A medium would be half blood. The half
blood and the medium are about the same;

Mr..? WADSWORTH. Then the three-eighths blood is still
lower

Mr. SMOOT. A little coarser, where you would have, for
instance, a fine buck with a half-hreed ewe.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The quarter blood is eoarser still?

Mr, SMOOT. Yes, .

Mr. WADSWORTH. The information I have is based upon
terms used in the breeding of sheep and not in terms of
the wool. I wanted to get the two lined up in my own mind.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Utah a question?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

- Mr. LENROOT. Is our production, then, generally three-
eighths and better?

Mr, SMOOT, Yes; three-eighths and better.
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Mr. GOODING. I think I can give the Senator the correct
amount of the different grades which this country produces.
These figures are from the Department of Agriculture. It
gives the production of fine wool in this country, which, of
course, is the merino. The foundation is taken from two breeds
of sheep—the merino and the English blood, and as the English
blood is infused, then come the terms half blood, three-eighths
blood, quarter blood, and so on down to low quarter. In fine
wool we are producing 29.3 per cent of our production, half
blood 21.8 per cent, three-eighths blood 21.5 per cent, and in
quarter blood 18.9 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. That is, quarter blood and lower.

Mr. GOODING. Then comes low, 1.7 per cent, and we get
down to what they call braid wool, the lowest of all, which is
.68 per cent. That is the percentage of wool produced in this

country.

Mr. SMOOT. To further answer the Senator from New York,
s0 that when we reach the yarns in the cloth schedule he will
know, if he desires to refer to what wools are used in this para-
graph, I want to put in the REcorp now just what they mean to
the manufacturer. In other words, if a manufacturer were
making, we will say, 44s and below, he would then look out for
quarter-blood wool. From the three-eighths he makes 50s-to
56s. From the half blood he makes from 58s up to 60s. If that
is what he wants, if he wants to make 58s to 60s, he wants
half-blood wool, and he does not want to'buy any other wool
because that is the best grade of wool to make those sizes of
yarns. Then comes the fme wool. If he has a yarn to make
over 64s and finer than that, he knows that he has to get fine
wool in order to make it. ]

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, am I to understand that the
quality of wool is governed by the blood of the animal?

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes, indeed.

Mr. OVERMAN. The different grades are according to the
blood ? :

Mr. SMOOT. Yes, certainly. In other words the merino is
the finest wool sheep known in the world. Then when you come
to the Cotswold wool, that is among the coarsest. All the other
wools are between the low wool and the fine wool, and that
comes by crossing the different breeds. .

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator permit
a further question concerning the shrinkage percentages in the
different grades of wool?

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, they are very great. The coarser the wool
the lower the shrinkage, because of the fact that in the coarse
wool there is not the amount of grease. The wool has not so
much grease in it and will not hold the dirt. The fleece of
coarse wool can be ghaken and most of the dirt will come out
of it, but you can not do that with the fine wool. If is matted
close together with the grease.

Mr. BURSUM. Most of the grade sheep, whether it be coarse
wool or fine wool, will yield relatively nearly the same number
of pounds of scoured wool. For instance, some sheep will
shear 6 pounds.

Mr. SMOOT. And some 4 pounds.

Mr. BURSUM, Or it may be 8 pounds-of scoured wool.
Others may yield 8 pounds and others may not yield over 2%
_ pounds of scoured wool.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I realize the conditions which give rise
to the variation in shrinkage, I wanted to have the matter of
record in the debate. Then is it not a fact that a specific duty
imposed on the cleaned content results in a very much higher
ad valorem duty upon the lower grades of wool?

Mr. SMOOT. The equivalent ad valorem duty. There is no
doubt about it.

Mr. BURSUM. That is true; but it costs just as much money
to raise s pound of scoured wool of the coarse wool as it does a
pound of the fine wool—

Mr. SMOOT. That is, the cleaned content.

Mr. BURSUM. Yes; that is what I am speaking of. If the
cost of production is to be the basis, if the grower of this coun-
try is to be permitted to live and make ends meet and be per-
mitted to enjoy a reasonable degree of prosperity, so he can get
along, he must have a duty which will be equivalent to the cost
of production as compared with the imported cost of wool from
other countries. s

Mr. WADSWORTH. When the Senator makes that observa-
tion, I can not help recollecting that the Senator from Idaho
[Mr, Goopmixe] stated that the production of coarse wools in
this country is much less than of the better wools,

Mr. BURSUM, That is true.

Mr, SMOOT. The half blood is not a coarse wool.

Mr. WADSWORTH. What I want to figure out is this——

Mr. SMOOT. The most popular wool is the half-blood wool
which goes into most of the clothing.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I want to get my own recollection
straightened out, because I used to know something about it,
but never all about it. For example, I find the 33-cent specific
duty imposed upon the cleaned content of any kind of wool—

Mr. BURSUM. Not the carpet wool.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, I know that. I mean any kind of
wool except carpet wool. It will result upon the low-grade wool
in an equivalent ad valorem of 137 per cent, and on the next
higher grade an equivalent ad valorem of 77 per cent. That is,
on the quarter blood. Those are tremendous rates.

Mr. BURSUM. It is not a question of rates.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The man who wants to use that wool
in manufactured form at some time or other puts a good deal
of importance upon a 137 per cent ad valorem duty.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think there is any such rate on the
prices of to-day, I do not know what prices the Senator has
used. I have here, if the Senator desires, a table showing the
duty on 100 pounds of wool, on the basis of a 33-cent duty per
scoured pound, beginning with 90-pound shrinkage and at 33
cents, showing just what it will cost for the 100 pounds. There
is very little wool known in the world that shrinks as much as
90 pounds to the 100. Therefore, beginning with 90 pounds, it
runs all the way from $3.30 on 100 pounds of 90-pound wool
down to where the dirt is only 10 per cent, where the price
runs up to $29.70. That latter figure is hardly known in any
wools in the world. It would have to be washed wool and
skirted. I have a table showing the whole thing from the ex-
tremes,

But when we come down to the facts in the case, when we get
down to about 56 per cent, or between 50 per cent and 60 per
cent, there we find the bulk of all the wools in the world outside
of carpet wool, and ecarpet wool, of eourse, is understood, even
in this bill, to come in free, through a drawback provision,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, I would like to ask the Sen-
ator a question. As to the wools which we do not produce, why
should those wools take a 100 per cent rate?

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that little would
come in of the kind of wool of which he speaks, and there
would not be even that much under prices existing fo-day.
Those are abnormal prices which he has quoted. They go into
the braids and goods that are carrying a duty here, and are
not generally used for clothing.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, we are not able to hear
the whispering on the other side of the aisle.

Mr, SMOOT. I do not think I am whispering.

Mr, POMERENE. The Sepator from Utah has his back
turned this way, and, while we belleve he is talking, we are
not able to hear anything more than a rumbling noise, owing
~to the confusion in the Chamber.

Mr, SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin that
the wool of which the Senator speaks, the average importa-
tions for the four years, taking the four years preceding, was
less than 4.5 per cent of the total wools consumed in the
United States.

Mr. LENROOT, Of the world?

Mr. SMOOT. Of the United States.

Mr. LENROOT, Oh, yes; I know that. B

Mr. SMOOT. I mean used in the United States. I do not
mean raised in the United States; I mean used in the United
States. Of that 4.5 per cent there is a little over 80 per cent
imported.

Mr. LENROOT. Then the Senator would say that upon the
lower coarse wools the duty is not necessary for the protection
of the American industry.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that it cost just as
much per scoured pound to raise that wool in this country.

Mr. LENROOT. But we are not raising it here.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh yes; of this wool we raise about 1 per
cent of the amount of wool consumed in the United States.

Mr. GOODING. I might say that is essential in building up
a flock of sheep. It is fhe English blood that makes the low-
grade wools to-day, although at one time the English wools
were higher in price than the merino wools on a grease basis.
I grew them all years ago. While my coarser wools sold read-
ily my merino wools were a drug on the market. To-day the
condition is the reverse. That has been brought about by the
fact that during the war there was no demand for those coarser
wools—what are called the low-quarter wools. The Govern-
ment did not use any of that kind of wool in making up blan-
kets and uniforms. The result was that there was a surplus
on the world’s market of these wools, and they are to-day
cheaper than they have been for many years. That is the rea-
son the price appears low at the present time. However, that
variety of wool was essential in making up a dual-purpose
sheep for the farm and for the range, So far as the wool indus-
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try is concerned, the question is, Do we want that industry to
exist in America? That is the only question involved.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President——

Mr. SMOOT. Just a moment. I want to say to the Senator
from Wisconsin that whenever cheviots are the fashion in
men’s clothing—and they do become the fashion, perhaps, in
cycles of seven or eight years—then coarse wools are in de-
mand. It is then almost impossible to get them. I know, Mr.
President, that a very small quantity of those coarse wools was
produced in Utah, and about the only wools that I have ever
bought outside of the State of Utah in order to run the mill
have been coarse wools. Whenever there has been a cheviot
season, or a demand for overcoats with coarse wool thread
made from coarse wools, the manufacturers of woolen goods
have got to scour the country for that class of wools.

During the World War, as the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Goopiva] has suggested, much of this character of wool was
used by the Government; and yet the Government had to com-
mandeer or purchase nearly all of the wool in the United
States. The Government used all of the fine wool, but when
the war ceased the Government had coarse wools on hand, great
quantities of them, What was the Government to do? There

was not a demand for it. Therefore the Government had to |.

accept the loss upon that wool. On those prices, of course,
brought about by that condition, the rate of duty of 33 cents
per pound on scoured wool seems very, very high, indeed.

Mr. GOODING, I understand the Government sold that wool
as low as 12 cents, and even 7 cents, a pound. If the fashion
should change to-morrow in favor of Scotch tweed or cheviot
goods, of which the Senator from Utah has spoken, it would
be the highest wool in America, and it is essential to the life
of the industry if we are going to let it live.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention
of the Senate to certain facts. In nearly every flock of sheep, no
matter how it may be graded up, there will be a small percent-
age of coarse wool produced from the flock. The duty which
has been reported by the Committee on Finance on wool is based
upon the average price of wool, If there were to be any sep-
arate classification covering the small percentage of braid or
coarser wools, that would increase the cost of production here
and would require a higher duty on the higher-grade wools. It
seems to me that the percentage is so small that the country
as a whole will obtain a greater benefit by the average flat
rate of 33 cents than it would should we undertake to classify
these wools and grant a much higher duty upon the finer grades
of wool.

Mr. GOODING. At this point I wish to say, as to these low
wools, as they are called, practically all of them are raised on
the farm and are on the farm. Ohio, West Virginia, and Michi-
gan have a large percentage of the merino wools, although the
greater proportion of Ohio wools are to-day half blood and lower,
West Virginia has the highest percentage of merino wool ; then
comes Ohio; and then Michigan, if T remember correctly; but
Indiana and practically all the remainder of the States pro-
duce to a large extent the lower-grade wools which we are now
discussing and which are so cheap. Some of that class of wool
is produced in the West, but not a great quantity.

Mr. LENROOT. That can not be; that is impossible, if the
Senator’s other statement is true as to the percentage of the
total produetion.

Mr. GOODING. I say the larger percentage of that class of
wool is on the farms. I am talking about half bloods in con-
nection with the matter and three-eighths bloods.

Mr. LENROOT. That is all right.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish again to emphasize the
fact that the equivalent ad valorems mentioned by the Senator
were upon abnormal prices. On page 20 of a late publication
of the United States Tariff Commission, entitled * Recent
tendencies in the wool trade with special reference to their tariff
aspects, 1920-1922" it is stated:

Since the figures in Table 12, as compared with Table 11, indicate
a marked curtailment in ad valorem equivalent on foreign valuation
for the same duties, it is of interest to compare the ad valorem equiva-
lents of these dutics on a pre-war foreign valuation. As formerly
stated by the commission, the pre-war valuation is a fair to use,
since the abnormally low prices for crossbred wools are steadily being
corrected. t

I can not say any more than I have said. I have explained
how the condition was brought about. It could not have been
otherwise. The wool was thrown upon the market by our own
Government, though I do not blame the Government, When
Government officials spoke to me about the matter, T sajid, “I
do not know when there will be a demand for these wools; I
can not tell. The demand may be in one year, in two years, or
it may be longer. No one can tell.”

Mr. BURSUM. But, Mr, President, may I call the Senator’
attentlon to the fact that at that time wool was bringing les:
than 25 per cent of its actual cost to the grower?

Mr. SMOOT. Some of the wool was sold by our Government
for as low as 12 cents, and I have understood as low as 7 cents
in some cases. It was included in the purchase of a whole elip,
and of course every Senator knows that few sheepmen have
all of just one grade. We have in the West a mixed grade; we
have no elip of wool but what has to be sorted.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, on that very point the growers
had borrowed as much as 40 cents a pound on the wool, that
amount being advanced by the wool dealers,

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and if it had not been for the emergency
tariff act there would not have been a woolgrower of any im-
portance in the United States who would not have been ruined
financially.
no:::;. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, will the Senator

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator referred to me—I think
g;unrgst have been referring to me—as having quoted abnormal

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator quoted the values that
SN o

r. TH. here is where the Senator mad
mistake. The values that I quoted were of June 15, 1922.e %
have thenr here.

Mr. SMOOT. They are the abnormal figures of which I

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let us see if they are abnorm

Mr. SMOOT. Very well. & 2 o

Mr. WA_DSWORTH. As to fine foreign wool in the grease
the valuation is 454 cents in the grease and 95 cents scoured.

Mr. BURSUM. Ninety-five cents scoured?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes.

Mul;. ??URSUM. How does the Senator figure out 150 per cent
on tha

-Mr. WADSWORTH. I did not figure it on that; T figured on
the low. The other figures are: one-half blood, in the grease,
42% cents; scoured, 75 cents; three-eighths blood, in the grease,
363 cents; scoured, 59 cents; one-quarter blood, in the grease,
29 cents; scoured, 43 cents: low, in the grease, 17} cents;
scoured, 24 cents, I gave what I estimated would be the equiva-
lent ad valorem on the scoured low.

Mr. SMOOT. I have not denied that. All T did 84y was
that those prices on coarse wools are abnormally low to-day.
I have here the London prices.

Mr. GOODING. The prices the Senator from New York is
b T ST e e

Mr. b 1ave the London prices for July, 19
of May 19 of this year. P g S

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator deny that these wools
were imported at the prices I have given?

Mr. SMOOT. No; I am not denying that.

My, WADSWORTH. Then the ad valorem duty should be
figured on those prices, should it not?

Mr. SMOOT. Taking into consideration the shrinkage.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will give the Senator the average of
the shrinkage. The figures are as follows: Fine, 52 per cent
shrunk, 48 per cent yield; half blood, 48 per cent shrunk and
57 per cent yield; three-eighths blood, 88 per cent shrunk, 62
per cent yield; one-fourth blood, 33 per cent shrunk and 67
per cent yield.

Mr. SMOOT. For quarter blood?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; and low 28 per cent shrunk and
72 per cent yield. ==

Mr, SMOOT. That is, of course, Australian wool,

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly, these are wools that are
coming in and I am trying to estimate what the equivalent ad
valorem duty would be on those wools under the prices given
for June 15, 1922,

Mr. SMOOT. If we are going to allow those wools to come in
here skirted and all the dirt that is possible taken out of them,
the Senator is right. Here is the last quotation from London.

Mr. GOODING. I have here some prices for July.

Mr, SMOOT. I have the last ones the commission has fur-
nished.

Mr. LENROOT. From what is the Senator from Utah about
to read?

Mr. SMOOT. From the compilation entitled * Recent tend-
encies in the wool trade,” issued by the United States Tariff
Commission.

Mr. WADSWORTH. What page?

vield



10538

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JuLy 22,

Mre. SMOOT. Page 12. The prices are given on the London
market on May 19, 1922, as follows:

Seventies superfleeces, in pence, 60, which is equivalent to
$1.20 ! st

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is that for wool in the grease?

Mr. SMOOT. That is the clean content.

Mr, WADSWORTH. That is scoured?

Mr. SMOOT. That is scoured wool.

64/6T's good medium fleeces, $1.04 a pound; 60/64's good
medium fleeces, 92 cents a pound; 64’s good pieces, 90 cents a
pound ; 58/60's good medium fleeces, 80 cents a pound; 56's fine
crosshred fleeces, 56 cents a pound; 46/50's crossbred fleeces,
36 cents a pound; 44's crossbred fleeces, 26 cents a pound;
86/40's crosshred fleeces, 22 cents a pound, scoured.

Mr. WADSWORTH. And my minimum figure is 25 cents
We do not differ materially, That is perfectly evident.

Mr. SMOOT. I will now, from the same report, give the prices
in July, 1914, so that we may see what the normal prices were,
For 46's crossbred fleeces the price was 17 pence in July, 1914,
which is eguivalent to 34 eents a pound, and now 46's are only
80 cents. In 1914, 44's crossbred fleeces were 32 cents, and now
they are only 26 cents. In 1914 the 36/40's crossbred fleeces
were 31 cents, while they are only 22 cents to-day. That is why
I say that to-day’s prices are abnormal,

Mr. WADSWORTH. I thought the Senator said I had read
from prices during the slump, and that they were abnormal.

Mr. SMOOT, They were abnormal during the slump.

Mr. WADSWORTH. But we are not in a slump now.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; we are in a slump now so far as the
coarse wools are concerned, On the London market the demand
is for fine wools, and they are up to $1.20: a pound as against
22 cents a pound for coarse wools. .

Mr. WADSWORTH. That does not indicate a slump.

Mr. SMOOT. It indicates that there is no demand for the
coarse wools to speak of, and they are being thrown upon the
market at almost any price they ean bring. It means they are
only getting 22 cents for coarse wools cleaned, and §1.20 for
the fine. g

Mr., GOODING. Mr. President, I might say that I know of
a line of clips that was held in Boston for three years, a low-
grade wool, that could not be sold for any priee at all. So the
condition is net normal by any means, so far as low-grade wools
are concerned. I do not know whether they are sold to-day
or not.

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President——

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. KENDRICK. The Senator from Utah comes from a
State which is & heavy producer of wool, as are a number of
other Western States. I want to ask the Senator if it is not
true as to the application of pretection that as the industry is
stabilized and production placed upon a sound basis the in-
variable result has been ultimately to reduce the price to the
consumers of the country?

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt about that; and the very
fact that we only have 36,000,000 sheep in the United States
now as compared with 57,000,000 a few years ago demonstrates
the condition of the sheep business. 7

Mr. WALSH of Montana, The same decline is found all over
the world.

Mrpr. SMOOT. It is not so great a percentage in all the
world, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Production has diminished by at
least 83% per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. In what country?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. In the whole world.

Mr. SMOOT. Our sheep have diminished about 50 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The same reduction is going on
all over the world.

Mr. SMOOT. There has been a general reduction, but not
anything like what we have had here.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The figures are available; but,
if the Senator will pardon me, I should like to make an in-
quiry of the Senator from Idaho. I underStood him to say
that the present prices of wool were abnormal.

Mr. GOODING. Very low for low-grade wool.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is what I wanted to in-
quire—whether the Senator considered them abnormally high
or abnermally low.

Mr. GOODING. Very low so far as the low-grade wool is
concerned. I have here the Bostonm and London prices for
July, and if the Senator will yield for just a minute I should
likke to put them in the REcorD.

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. GOODING. These are wools of the same grade, and it
Is agreed by the Department of Agriculture that the figures
are correct after having had them checked up.

At that time Ohio fine unwashed delaine was selling in
Boston, scoured, for $1.31 a pound. Australian wool com-
parable to Ohio fine delaine was selling in London for 96
cents a pound, or a difference of 35 cents a pound.

Mr. POMERENE. Scoured content?

Mr. GOODING. Yes; scoured content. This is the point I
want to make clear. As far as the woolgrower is concerned, he
never did get the full amount of the duty. He is not getting it
now, and he never will, The manufacturer, who is his only
market, will not pay it to him. Let me say to the Senators
who are shedding tears that at the present time there is only
19 cents a pound difference between the low-grade wools, the
40s selling for 25 cents a pound in London and 44 cents in
Boston. In other words, there is a difference of 19 cents, or
26 cents less than the real tariff. There is a tariff on that
same wool in the emergency bill of 45 cents a pound. In other
words, the woolgrower is getting less than half of the duty
that the emergency tariff bill gives him; so I do nof think there
is any need of worrying about that.

Mr. SMOOT. That is because of the fact it is on the grease
basis, and only pays 15 cents a pound. :

Mr. GOODING. That is because of the fact, as far as our
own market is concerned, that only last summer the Government
sold something like 56,000,000 pounds of this low-grade wool
that we brought here and did not use at all and forced it onto
the market. That is the reason that that class of wool is so low,
and the same condition prevails all over the world. There Is no
use made of this low-grade wool at present; but of course it is
coming back. There is no doubt about that.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I did not get from
the Senator exactly the information which I sought. I was de-
sirous of ascertaining from the Senator whether his statement
to the effect that the present prices of wool were abnormal ap-
plied to the ordinary western product?

Mr. GOODING. Yes. They are higher than they have been
outside of the period during the war when the Government
fixed the price.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What the Senator means, then,
lli‘;g tgigt the price of the ordinary western produet is abnormally

Mr. GOODING. It is higher than it has been for a number
of years; that is true.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And with respect to the low-
grade wools, the Senater informs us that the price is abnor-
mally low?

Mr. GOODING. Very much lower, because I have grown
both grades of wool, and a few years ago I think I had the
largest flock in the West of what we call the English blood
sheep, and they used to help sell my merino clip; but the re-
verse is true to-day, and if you have low-grade wools it is
mlce t impossible for you to dispuse of your clip at all at any
price.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not know whether or not
the Senator was in the Chamber at the time I made the state-
ment that in London they were worth in July, 1814, 31 cents a
pound. In London on May 19 of this year they were worth
only 22 cents a pound. They are abnormally low, and that is
the world market.

Mr. BURSUM. Those are the coarse wools?

Mr. SMOOT. Those are the coarse wools,

Mr, GOODING., Mr, President I should like to put the rest
of this statement into the REecorbp,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, before the Senator does
that will the Senator from Utah yield just for a guestion?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr, POMERENH. I am not quite sure that I have correctly
in my mind the figures which the Senator from Idaho gave;
but as T understood him he said that this merino wool, scoured,
was worth 49 cents in Boston—

Mr. GOODING. No.

Mr. POMERENE. And in London 25 cents.

Mr. GOODING. That was the low grade. If the Senator
will let me read the whole of the figures, then he will have them
correct.

Mr. POMERENE. T know; but I want the Senator to
straighten me out if I am wrong about it. The duty was 45
cents?

Mr, GOODING. The duty was 45 cents.

Mr. POMERENE. Now, the question I wanted to ask was

this: If the price here was 49 cents and the price in London
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wis 25 cents and the duty was 45 cents, how and to what extent
has that actually benefited the flockmaster?

Mr. GOODING. If there were not a duty on the wool, he
would have the London prices.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President

Mr. GOODING. If the Senator will permit me, I should like
to put this table in the Recorp, so as to give the different prices.
I remember when wool was on the free list seeing it sell for
4 cents a pound, and during the first year that it was on the
free list it sold for an average of 61 cents a pound in the West.
There is not any question about the fact that the manufacturer
drives the sharpest bargain that he can all the time, and he
will never give us the full amount of the duty under the sys-
tem that we have at the present time—not until we have a law
in this country that permits his compensatory duty to be the
difference between a pound of wool in Boston and a pound
of wool in London. If I may be permitted to put in these fig-
ures, however, 1 will show the Senator the different prices of

ool.
mﬁﬂf POMERENE. I shall be very glad to have that done;
but the duty seems to be twice the difference between the
London market and the Boston market. That is one of the
things I did not quite understand.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that this is how that
happened : It is 15 cents a pound, and that wool is imported
into the United States in the grease, and the shrinkage is very
low, and therefore- they do not pay on the wool content but
they pay, upon this class of goods, on the wool in the grease.

Mr. POMERENE. But the fact, nevertheless, remains that
there have been very great variations in price when we had a
high protective duty, and there have also been very greal
variations of price when there was a comparatively low duty.
That is the truth about it; and there are many things that
enter into the price of wool other than the mere statutory duty
that may be fixed by the Congress.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that with a scoured-
content duty they will not get around it.

Mr. POMERENE. I think that is an improvement on the old
system. I have not any doubt about that myself.

Mr. SMOOT. Nobody is going to get away from that.

Mr. GOODING. In reply to the Senator from New York,
who thinks there is importation of this lower-grade wool, I
wish to say that it hardly seems possible that they would import
that wool at the present time even and hold it in bond, when it
is selling in this country for 44 cents a pound on the Boston
market; but I should like to finish this statement for the Rec-
oRrD, so that it will all be in the REcorp together,

Territory fine staple is selling in Boston for $1.26 a pound.
The same class of wool in London is selling for 90 cents. There
is a difference of 36 cents, although there is a tariff of 45 cents
a pound. This is the scoured content.

Ohio half bloods are selling in London at 83 cents and in
Boston for $1.08, a difference of 25 cents,

Mr. POMERENE. As of what date?

Mr. GOODING. This is the 1st of July. So there is 15
cents difference between the pound of Ohio fine wool, when
vou add the duty to the London price, as against the price that
they pay for it in Boston. In other words, the woolgrower is
getting 15 cents a pound less than the 45 cents, or he is getting
30 cents protection instead of 45.

Mr. POMERENE. I do not want to interrupt the Senator,
but he spoke of Ohio wools in the London market. Did I
understand him to say that?

Mr. GOODING. These are comparable wools that I am
quoting.

Mr. POMERENE. Then the Senator.wants to correct him-
self, does he? As I understood him, he said “ Ohio wools in
the London market.” He means simply comparable wools of
foreign origin. Is that it?

Mr. GOODING. Yes. It should be properly styled Aus-
tralian superwarp spinning 60s, which is comparable to Ohio
half bloods. That will make it clear, of course.

Australian good top making, 60s to 64s, selling in London
for 83 cents and in Boston for $1.15. In this case the Ohio
woolgrower is getting 32 cents protection on a pound of
scoured wool. .

Australian good styles, 56—same as Territories, three-eighths
blood, in this country—selling in London for 66 cents, in Bos-
ton for 89 cents, or a duty of 23 cents a pound, as against 45,
which the emergency tariff bill provides for.

Australian good styles, 46, selling in London for 33 cents,
selling in Boston for 56 cents, or a protection of 23 cents a
pound.

Australian good styles, 40 to 46, territory braids—that is,
the English blood—selling in London for 25 cents, in Boston

for 44 cents. The grower of what we call braid wool in this
country is getting a duty of 19 cents a pound instead of 45,
as the emergency bill gives him.

So I can hardly believe that there is any of that kind of
wool imported in bond, because there is a surplus of it in
America at the present time. I think the Senator from New
York must be mistaken in that respect.

Mr. SMOOT. Just one word more, and then I will yield
the floor.

I know that it will be pointed to time and again during the
discussion of this schedule that on these low-shrinkage wools
the equivalent ad valorem will be exceedingly high. I want to
emphasize again the fact that only 43 per cent of all of the
wool consumed in the United States is of that class, and we
raise in the United States only 20 per cent of that amount, or,
in other words, less than 1 per cent of the wool used in the
Uné;ed States is of the character which has been referred to
to-day.

Mr. POMERENE. I should like to ask the Senator a question,
because this is a matter which has disturbed me a good deal. I
think I heard the Senator from Utah say, within six months, or
such a matter—in any event it was said by some one on the
floor of the Senate—that we had at that time a two-year stock
of wool here in the United States, and very recently the state-
ment has been made that the supply was very meager.

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say in the United States.
the world.

Mr. POMERENE. What does the Senator mean by that?

Mr. SMOOT. I said here upon one occasion, as I remember,
that there was an overproduction of wool in the world.

Mr. POMERENE. 1 can not refer to the page of the Recorp
now, but, as I recall the Senator's statement, he was speaking
of the supply in the United States.

Mr. SMOOT. I called attention to the fact that the testimony
given before the committee—and I think it was sustained by
the Tariff Commission—was that there was a greater quantity
of wool at that date in fhe world, for that season of the year,
than at any other time in the history of the world.

Mr. POMERENE. Of course, in the last two years, I take it,
there has been a smaller consumption of wool.

Mr. SMOOT. Before that there was.

Mr. POMERENE. Throughout the world there has been less
wool used, because in Europe particularly they have not been
able to make the purchases which they normally would, because
of the economic and financial conditions,

Mr. SMOOT, That naturally results in a backing up of the
wool,

Mr. POMERENE. Undoubtedly so.

Mr. SMOOT. In a short statement made by the Tariff Com-
mission in relation to the clean content I find this statement——

Mr, POMERENE, From what page is the Senator reading?

Mr. SMOOT. Page 22:

From the forezoing it is evident that s
remove the tariff diserimination against ports of heavy-shrinking
wools which has characterized specific grease-pound dutles.

I want to emphasize again the fact that if the woolgrower is
to receive a protection upon wool it has to be on the scoured
content, and never again upon the wool in the grease.

1 do not want to repeat what I have said, but I want to em-
phasize the fact that while in the Payne-Aldrich law the wool-
grower was ostensibly given a duty of 11 cents a pound he never
received more than 7.6 cents a pound, and on the average be-
tween 5 and 6 cents a pound upon wools imported into the
United States.

Mr. POMERENE, Whatever may be done here, I feel that
whatever duty we vote upon the scoured content it will be an
improvement upon the other, and avoids the possibility of de-
ception,

I said in

ific clean-content duties

STRIKE CONDITIONS IN CONNECTICUT,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I regret that the able junior Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax] is not in the Chamber,
because during a discussion of the tariff bill some days ago ref-
erence was made by me to the State of Connecticut. It grew
out of the fact that the able Senator from Connecticut is a
member of the Finance Committee and has been active in secur-
ing high duties upon textile manufactures,

I alluded to what I understood to be the faets, that there
had been a number of strikes in Connecticut; that the wages in
the textile mills were low, and then I stated, by way of gen-
eralization, that in many of the industries where high tariff
duties were imposed wages were lower than in many of the
industries where there was no tariff, or if there were a tariff,
the rates were comparatively low,

The able Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworTH] asked a
number of questions during the discussion and expressed sur-
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prise, as I understood him, at the statement that there had been
strikes in the State of Connecticut. I called attention at that
time to a letter which I had received from Mr. O'Meara, the
president of the Federation of Labor of the State of Connecticut.
After the colloguy I sent a copy of the ReEcorp to Mr. O’'Meara
and asked him to send me such information as he cared to
relating to the guestions raised in the discussion between the
Senator from Connecticut, the Senator from New York, and
myself,

I am in receipt of a letter from him under date of July 20.
It is somewhat long, but I take the liberty of reading it, because
of the facts which he states in this letter. After addressing
me, he says:

Supplementing my statements made in letter of May 15, 1922—

That is the letter excerpts from which I put into the Recomp.

1 wish to state that my comment made in that letter was prompted
by your able statements in the Senate of the United States under te
of 'f:‘l?lul.'sduy, May 11, 1922, and which statements appeared in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL RBCORD, on pngg 6562, which read as follows in part:
# Mr. President, I repeat what I sald a moment ago, that a large part
of the population working in the mills in the State of Connecticut were
foreign. There were strikes in the mills and factories because of the
Injustice which the mill owners perpetrated upon the Jaborers whom
they employed, ete.”
ow, in relation to that part of my letter which referred to the sys-
tem of slavery wgrutimd in this Btate, even of this date, I desire to
state the follo :
I am inclnsinggtu you an agpucation card for empla{ment at the
plant of the Columbin Graphophone Co.,, ﬂtmltgd in the city of Bridge-
port, Conn., which I have marked * Exhibit A.

The card is here. I shall not ask that it be inserted in the
Recorp, for the reason that I think the subsequent statements
of the writer substantially state the important features in the

Re:fming to the card, he continues:

Please note the inguiry, ** Are you union or nonunion "

Please note the inquiry, * Rate of wata:ngou expect ¥

I"lease note the nt that they a man or woman to sign
without first knowing what they are to abide by after signing.

1 am inc¢loging to you an npﬁlicatilm card copy such as is used by
the Employers’ Amﬁﬂm of New Haven, Conn.s through their metal
trades division, which I have marked * Exhibit B."

1 have that here, but I shall not ask that it go in the Recorp.
I continue reading:

When an employee desires to seek work in any of the plants con-
trolled by this system, and there are very few that are not werking it,
or when he ceases his or her employment at any of these plants, you
will note that when the employment ceases the card is sent to a cen-
tral office with all of the information wanted thereon, and upon seek-
ing a new position he is told, generally speaking, to come around
the next day, and in the interim the central office g’lvu out the infor-
mation so desired, and you can readily understand just what chance
a poor fellow would have to get emg oyment with another emplover
it Eis former one did not wish to let go of him. A perusal of this
card copy will, T am sure, give you an idea of the system that the
factory worker is uge:gnimt in Connecticut.

And to still fort strengthen this blacklist system, employers of
this State saw fit to present in the form of a bill at the legislative
gession of 1019 that called for a severe penalty upon anyone that,
who in seeking employment in Connecticut, and was found out giving
another name other than his legal one, which had to be mr&d to
and is to-day by men in order to get work.

Bat thanks fto divine justice, due to severe factional differences in
the committee of the judiciary at that time, the bill was not reported

out.
Relative t statement of the bringing into the city of New
Brit:ian. v(?ont?., l::‘x};mbera of foreigners, I am inclosing to you, Mr. Bena-
tor, a newspaper article under date of April 17, 1921, and which I
have muu‘km:gl Exhibit C.”

The article is from the Hartford-New Britain News, under
date of April 17, 1921, and in large letters these words appear:

N Britain Spaniards threaten to burn factory of big company
whl::‘l‘;lr brought them from BSpain. TForeigners imported to compete
with American_ labor indl‘ﬁmnt that they can not get work. New
Britain has B850 Spaniards, Bridgeport 1,000, and Meriden has a
colony. Cities must feed laborers brought into America.  Interview
with “ King " of New Britain Spaniards incriminates great hardware
concern,

There is a long statement showing the importation of these
poor people from abroad; and I will not say the persecutions
but the hardships to which they are exposed after being brought
to the United States to work in these highly protected indus-
tries. Without reading the article, I ask that it may be inserted
at this point in the reading of this letter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Broussirp in the chair).
Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The article is as follows:

What is Connecticut going to do with its Spaniards imported into
the Btate for the purpose u‘ll:Fi tc;ullﬁlttugow‘lth American labor during

-]

war and stran now, eat, in a strange land after
g:y were brought here to help the manufacturing Inﬁrests make

money ?
New Britain has 850 Spaniards on its hands. Bridgeport has 1,000,
Meriden has a small colony which went to the city in a body last
week and demanded food and got it.

fghe Meriden group of about 40 was stranded in the Silver City
affer ha been hro;sl:t there by the Aberthaw Construction Co.,

orYy.
'h'ii‘%% “;l?w %m 'mlotr:lrrgnme to work in the factories there, espe-
clally at the plant of Landers, Frary & Clark.

IMPORTED BY AMERICANIZATION WORKERS.

The president of Landers, Frary & Clark is Charles F. Bmith, promi-
nent member of the Btate board of education, which body is spending
a lot of money in its Amerjcanization eampaign.

The Landers people do not like to be reminded of it, but there iz
gretty good evidence that they aided in bringing the SBpaniards to New

ritain, and this subsequent to the time when Governor Holeomb
warned of f n agitators secretly meeting and subsﬁuant to thae
time when the State board of education became interes in preserv-
mgr American institutions by teaching foreigners English.

he number of Spaniards who can talk English is slim, as they have
not been in this country more than two years. They were not brought
here to help win the war. They were brought here to supply the de-
mand for labor after the war.

Coming from & conn
better than they were in Russia under the rule of the Czar, they lead
4 communistic form of life, which is out of sympathy with the pre-
vailing form of existence In Ameriea, and a Bpaniard is mot pro-
ver] ¥ meek and mild.

A FIREBRAND LETTER.

The temper of some of the New Britain Bpaniards is revealed by
the following letter, written in Spanish, to Landers, Frary & Clark.
Its publication last week, much to the disgust of the Landers officials,
was the sensation of the Hardware City.

The letter, dated January 31, 1921, was on a cheap grade of paper.
At the top of the sheet was written the words * Span’ and * New
Britain " and the date in English.

The letter as translated follows:

“ TLANDERS, FRARY & CLARK :

“ You will give work to the Bpaniards, or within two days they will
come together to the factory and set fire to it. And this promptly,
for it is not right to turn the 8 de out into the street and
the others. I repeat, tuorn the Spaniards out into the street and all
those who come to the labor bureau and are ‘not em]ﬁ:yed will do
damage to the factory unless l_\lvnu “Emy for their voyage back to Spain.
If you do not do this, you will suffer, *Don’t take it as a joke.'"

OFFICIALS SHOCKED,

It i8 bard to say who were shocked the most, the people of New
Britain when they read of this remarkable threat or the officials of
the company when they learned that a New Britain newspaper had
the audacity to print such a letter,

The company and the Spaniesh-American Mutual Benefit Assoelation
have been at work for two months trying to discover who wrote the
anonymous letter. The police condueted an investigation with secrecy.
The mews was obtained through the mutual benefit association, which
wag not “on" to the American way of keeping the public in the
dark about what is going on and which passed resolutions promising
to do all in its power to find out who wrote the letter,

TEAR DOWN GATES,

Together with news of the letter came the information that a few
weeks ago n crowd of 8 ards went to one of the gates of Landers,
Frary & Clark and ge ated wildly, speakin

said that they tore down one of the gates. {t
they were excited about.

WO MEANS OF BUPPORT.

New Britain's mayor inangurated a census of the unemployed at C:R
Hall one daf last weck., The very first day 1,600 men came to City &
and the building was scarcely big enough to hold them.

One of the Spaniards, who filled out a questionnaire, sald that he had
been in New Britain five months, had been out of work five months,
and had never received a cent of wages since landing., He arrived just
as the unemployment wave struck the State,

In view of the fact that hundreds of men are without visible means of
support, which, according to American civilization, is a misdemeanor
unless the victim sits still in one place, people of New Britaln, who will
have to ,F;f the bills and supporf the non-Enﬁish-spesklng oreigners,
are wondering who brought these Spaniards over and how it came about
that they were allowed to get imto this country,

There is a feeling among ,some of the taxpayers that if the factories
brought the 8§ over they ought to help them out financially
instead of letting them come onto the city for support. The Mutual
Beneflt Association has only $500 left, an hu.nﬂreg.s of SBpaniards are
practically without funds,

* KING FERDINAND,

In order to find out how the Spaniards came to New Britain, and to
ascertain whether there was any truth to the Tposiuon that the
Landers, Frmg & Clark factory had broken the United States laws
against importing foreigner laborers, the Herald reporter, with a friend
visited the home of Fernando Faragoza in the block at 85 Chestnn
Street, dirertl,;l opposite the car barns.

Ferdinand is popularly supposed to be the king-pin among the
Spaniards, and it did not take long to find out that this was so.

4 COMMUNIST LIFE,

Ferdinand was ready to talk and made himself ngemb!e. The brick
block houses B0 Bpaniards. They are crowded into the building as close
as they cun get. The many rooms are crowded with beds and the cellar
is the dining room, where all of the roomers dine as one large family,
according to the communist Elun.

All help in doing the work, although most of them are too poor to
contribute much to maintaining the larder, the burden of which comes
upon Ferdinand.

There are women in the erowd as well as men. The sanitary condi-
tions are not of the best, but such can not be expected when S0 Span-
jards are crowded into one building.

BROUGHT 700 TO TOWN.

Ferdinand, in response to qluesl.lonlns. said:

“T have been in New Dritain 16 months and have brought 700
Spaniards to the city in that time.

“ ] was working for the Union Construction Co. of Boston. We
had a big job at Egypt on the Massachusetts shore, and finally I was
working %ur the company on a big dam in New York State.

“ It was while on the dam job In New York State that.the Landers
people got in touch with me. ‘The arrangements were made through
a Mr. Eubert at the employment office. I was to bring 59 men to
the Landers factory from the dam, and I was to have a job as fore-
man at the factory.

“ Phis arrangement was satisfactory, and I brought the 5P men

ish. It is even
not known what

b
and became an assistant foreman., Later I got other Spaniards to

come to work for Landers.

where economic conditions are not much -
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1 wrote letters to Spain. I got 80 men at one time for the dt!-
‘hhl.lg.ke ' of the street department, wanted 30 men and I got them for

STARTED RESTAURANT.

“I worked at the Landers factory for & whila and then started the
Bpanish restaurant on Commercial Street. 1 kept ge more men
from Spain. All told, I have hmuxht 700 Spa.n‘lnrds to New Britain,
There were none here before I came 168 months

“1 had five different pieces of :tmerty but now sII keep 1s this
b!ockhon Chestnut Street, I luse two years for $4,800, or §200 &

nt
i The Landers factory is not help me out now. Itisa btg expense
to keep thin crowd together. bin screw factory has hired a

few men."”
A MAN OF MEANS.

Questioning a8 to how much he was worth did not bring a definite
answer from Ferdinand.

It was noticeable that anybody in the block when %uwtl.onad where
Ferdinand was drusped everything and hastened to find him. It is ap-
parent that he holds the econom ¢ position of advantage.

Rumor is that Fe d, besides whatever benefit my have accrued
to him as prucurlng hr_ip for Landers, Frary & Clark, extracted 1
gums from the Spaniards whom he brought to this country in return for
m?nt%tmhmm" t that the. colony is li off his money at the

apparen e colony
l;resentume and that he bas money or he dn't be able to Eeep up
he establishment.

Mr, KING. Referring to the efforts made by the Spaniards
to secure work, and their threats to burn certain plants if they
did not get work, the writer says:

Please note the faet that on the dates of these occurrences that
the president of this great and influential eoncern was a member
of the State board of edueation, and that this said board was then
and at this date is spending large sums of money on Americanization

work.
From reliable information it appears that this gentleman is not now
a member of the State board.

I am inclosing a book photo, taken from a report of the eput‘msn
of labor of the State of Ounnectlcnt. which I bave marked " Ex-
hibit D.”

While the notation underneath the picture might com the Infor-
mation that this scene was only during the war d facts re-
main that these same class of people are workin,
£actories that you see in the picture, and is not it of your words
stated in the ate under date of May 11: “ Mr. Pruidmt. I repeat

1.;

The photogmph which is forwarded to me shows a large
number of men, and an examination of the photograph clearly
indicates the foreign nationmality of the hundreds of persons
shown in the photograph. Of course, I shall not ask that the
photograph be inserted in the Recorp. Mr. O’Meara continues:

I am inclosing a book photo, taken from a report of the department
ﬁbl]tﬂb]:‘.u'.' of the Btate of Conmecticut, which I have marked * Ex-

The book photo referred to shows a number of little children,
I should judge from their appearance, from a year to 8 years
old, who the letter indicates are maintained in the houses or in
the rooms attached to the factories, brought there by their
mothers while their mothers are at work in the factories. I con-
tinue reading:

You can easily see, Mr. Benator, what a condition this is; little
babies in fa.cwrtiewel!are rooms while mothers are working ; no puentn.l

baby feel that it should be in a home instead
reared in a factory. Please note how they are dressed up In order to
correspond to the setting of the Christmas tree.

1 wish to state that re was in the year 1913 factory workers in
the State of Connectient to the number of 169,677, which increased

numbers, when in 1918 the total reached a rox:lmatety 855,004,
Thm numbm in 1918 included approximately 100,000 females.

I made the charge that many women worked in these textile
millg, and that children likewise worked in many of the textile
mills. This corroborates the statement which I made.

This number of fm:tnry wurkem are, represented through some 54
nationalities, as follows:
Albanian, American Armenian Anstn.lisn. Austrian, Bakonlan,

fan Bohem]nnbagrs.ﬂﬂan, Bul Capadian, Croatian, duban,

Ezec]:o-movak. sh, Dutch, Etian. English, Finnish, French,

aliclan, German, Greek, Hebrew, dn, Hungarian, Indian lrish
Imlian Japanese Lett-lsh Lithunnia.n. Livonian, M No!
Persian, Polish, l‘ortugueaebo ort.o Rican, Rumanian, Ruthenian, Beotch,
Serbian, Slovak. Slavish, uth Americans, Spa.niah. Swedish, Swl.m,
Syrian Turkish, Welsh, West Indian, Ukranian,

n the year 1910, Mr. Senator, there were within the State of Con-
nect.i.mt persons of fnrelzn birth to the number of 328,759.

There were in the same year engaged in gainful occnpnﬁona 200,000
foreign-born persons.

There was in, the same year an approximate estimate made of
foreign-born employees in Cobnecticut, and the figures were placed at
60 per cent.

My charge was that many foreigners were employed in the
protective industries of the United States, and this letter indi-
cates that 50 per cent of the persons employed in Connecticut
mills were foreign born.

There were in the same year 67,327 foreign-born people who were
unable to speak the English language. e

There were in the same year 49,202 foreign-born people who were
unable to read or write in any language.

There were in the same year an appm::imate n! 85000 of
military n‘fe (18 to 45) thxt were unnats a who con]d not
be required under existing treaties to fight for the t]’nlr.ud States when
-an emergency would come.

I wish to state that Conmecticut is ome of the thr
:\{h the Union. ha\vmg an approximﬁten?)f %004 oo, e it

time and from a northerly dir
H!lt;l ﬁ:‘;ﬁ“mmy ont:d “hgl oneﬁ]nlfshours d tion o
r's enumers ow the BState of Connecticut
had a m-ost shameful record for indusirial fizhting, and the u::l ml:nl:
causes these disturbances are given according to written history
as beinx caused by unrest and demands for more wages,

Now, if the Senator from New York is interested, and I stated
that I did not think he would be interested in the number of
strikes, he will listen with attention to this record of strikes :

In the year ending October, 1901, thm'e were 1 persons engaged
in strike u, with a loss of hﬁ 68 days' lt-[?hw

In the ;w October, 1902, there were 104 strikes, 10 141 pu-

sot:\aned el m-ir mie wuu, wlt.h a :gss of 235,453 dus'
ay, 0 yeATS were that Sena
'Ih:qth:l;utu overnor of t11';er Sgt& of Co:n::.sfcut N i Gma.
October, ere were 99 strik 9,217 perso
in strike difliculties, with & loss of 270,440 aa;:"um L
the year en October, 1904, there w es. 2,690 persons

were 36
nl:lfazod strike culties, with a lm of 61,218
n_the year ending November 30, there weE:J 2,948 persons en-

gaged in strike difficulties, with a 1m of 51 aaa days’ time.
t.hehy‘mr October, 1906, there were 0 - strikes, 6,604 persons
enf::ad strike difficulties, with a loss of 160, 344 days' time,

the year ending March, 1907—no rmrdotthennmber of strikes,
no m‘tﬁn. of the number of persons engaged—with a loss of 101,000

d‘{n the year ending October 30, 1908, there were 8[ persons en-

saﬁd in smku dlﬂic‘u ties, with a loss of 54,194
ending October there were persons en-

30, 1
n.’ed strike difficulties, with a loss of 569,457 da,yslatl.m
the year endin; November 30, 1910, there were 51 strikes, 8,367
reons engaged in strike diffienlti withalmot%ﬂﬁﬁ ays'ttme.

Sy e year ending October 31, 1011, there were 2,602 persons en-

in strike diffieulties, with a loss of 28,240 dny" time.

n the years ml‘iillng ]#12 s.%g lgo 19?: ;'.m RO aval sﬁmrdn.
ears ending November ovember 30, 1 Novem-
ber 30 Iglﬁ. there were 422 m-ixes——ss.ooo ersons engaged in strike
diffical witha!mdmm:lays’ﬁmv

In tha years ending November 30, 1917, and Novemba a0, 1918,
persons enn.red e difficnlties,

In the years ending November 30, 1919, and November 30, 1920
there were 280 strikes—706,943 8004 engagad strike diffieulti
with & loss of 1,807,508 days' time. W o

But the Senator from New York said, as I understood him,
that he had not heard of any strikes in Counecticut,

reg:'rtu for tha 1921 and 1922, ending J 30, 1922, are
now in t.g orm and are mot ready for uhllcaﬂan.

In other wo ere have been in these years E:I the State of Con-
necticut 235, 459 Wage earners gafed industrial strife, which
total a loss in days time to wclety o 5 540 s, and in these trou-
bles human life was sacrificed, at were engaged in
the metal industry.
ingsop‘?:nof the prineipal l.ndn{trlal dmmue. took place at the follow-

Ameriean Brass Co., Waterbury and Ansomia, metal industry.

Rock Manufacturing Co., lle, textile industry,

Benedict & Burnham Co., aterbnry metal industry. }

Randolph & Clowes, Ws.tarbunr, metal Industry,

Chase Rolling Mills, Waterbury, metal indnntrf

Scovill Manufacturing Co., Waterbnr:, metal ndmtry

%“m‘“" e g sk bt 'industry.

a anu 0., Wa ury, me
19 l.ﬁﬂ.ln, Moosup, textile industry ; this strike is still on, July,

Mattatuek Manufacturing Co., Waterbury, metal industry.
Waterbury Cloek Co., Waterbury, metal Industry.
Farrell Foundry Co,, Waterbury and Ansonia, metal industry,
Osharn & Cheesman Co., Ansonia. metal industry,
Yale & Towne (.o Stamford metal industry.
Warner Bros. Co., Brldq;glort. textile industry.
Geo. C. Batehelder Co, dgeport, textile industry.
o I:i'fm Gco"hBh e B ids'evigrt. tial ina try
olu Trap. op one 0, r me ustry.
International 8 ll'et ﬂen, metal industry.
Miamus, textile industry.
mcmrmcg Co. Ha.rtford, metal industry.
Beldlng L{nnufa.cturing e industry.
h.fl‘om&Worsted % . ctaxtl:le mdmu{nﬂ
Barnes, New Haven, Conn., packing ustry.
Now Haven: Crock Co. New Ha en, Conn,, metal industry.

Goodyear Metallie um-i

lastonbury Manu acturing tonbury, texti I,ud

G l f “%‘omﬂfu ustry.

Warren Woolen Co., Staff , textile ind

Riverside Woolen Co., Btn.t!ard rings, textile indus

Winchaster Repeating Arms Co., New Haven, Cotm., mem industry.

eph Loth Co., Norwalk, Conn., textile indust

Rh e Island Woolen Co., Stafford Springs, industry,

Binlow»ﬂartl'ord Co., Thompmvine textile lndmmv

J. Manville Co., Waterbury, Co metal industry.

It might not be amiss at this part of my su plementa.! letter to state
that two concerns mentioned in the above list—namely, the Scoville
Manufacturing Co., of Watﬁrbury, Conn., and the American Brass C%,,
which controls the brass industry, what is termed the Naugatuck Va].le;r,
which runs from Derby, Ansonia, and Bhelton, three cities on the south
of the wvalley, up to orrington Conn., on the north—have made im-
mense profits of recent years, some of which I am pleased to report.

There is one specially interesting point to which I wish to
part.tcular attention:
e Beovill Hanuracturlng Co. increased its profits from an tveraga

of 6623,153 during re-war years to an inerease of over $8,000,000
for the years 191 191 and 1918; this meant an increase in the rata,

on capital stock from 10.5 per cent to 164.9 per cent. In tha year 1916
of capital |

it took a profit of over $13,000,000 on $5,000,000 worth
stock, equival-t to 268 per cent on investment.
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That is one of the evils of the tariff system. It builds up by
tariff legislation great corporations which pay small wages to
their employees and enormous profits to the stockholders. Here
was one company paying during those two years $13,000,000
profits on a capital stock of $5,000,000.

The American Brass Co., with three times as much m%ital stock,
increased its profits from an average of $1,880,897, or 12.5 per cent,

prior to the war to an average of over $7,000,000, or nearly 73.8 per
cent, for the war years. In 1916 it took profits equivalent to 73.3 per

cent on $15,000, capital stock.
And in June, 1920, when the empl?iyeea of the unskilled class asked

for an increase of wages that would a $4.50 per day at the
Scovill Manufacturing Co., one of the m severe industrial wars
broke out by the refusal of the company to give these people a little
more, and during a riot outside the %llant of this company during this
war death ensued and many of the police officers were badly injured.

The population of the State of Connecticut, according to the 1920
cens was 1,380,631,

On September ﬁo, 1921, there were 353,684 children in the State of
Connecticut between the ages of 4 years and 16 years.

On the conclusion of the year 1919 there was 340,404 emplofeeu in
the mills and factories of the SBtate of Connecticut—256,192 males and
84,212 females.

There was paid to this number of employees in the year 1920 the
eﬁlm of $420,855,341, leaving an average wage slightly over $3 per
diem,

Government and State taxes, railroad and trolley rates, house rents
and many of the th that the wage earners got to have to exist
have gone up in leaps since then, and severe industrial troubles have ex-
{sted since 1920 and are now existlng at this date against reductions in
wa’Fes in this State.

here is no record reliable in form that will give the numbers of
wiage earners that own their own homes, but the company-owned sys-
tem of homes is still in operation in the mill towns of Connecticut.

I wish to state that a commission was named by the Legislature of
Connecticut—I -mean provided for—that had to do with the investi-

ting of the conditions of the wnge-earning women and minors, and
his commission was appointed in the year 1911 by the governor of the
State under special act No. 276.

This commission consisted of the following &mns:

Dr. James W, McLane, Miss Allce Hill ittenden, Mrs. Fannle
Burke, James P. Woodruff, and Patrick H. Connolley.

The commission met for the first time October 3, 1911, at the
city of Hartford, Conn., and elected Dr. James W. McLane as the

n

chairman,

Doctor McLane phlun%ed into the work of this commission with so
much energy that his health failed him, and e was relieved by his
own request in August, 1912 ; the governor then agpointed Dr, Charles
B. Bmgton as his suceessor, and with great regret do I state that in
the midst of his work for this important commission Doctor Brayton
died suddenly on December 2, 1912, and the work was finished by the
remaining four members of the commission nnml.ng the Hon. James
P. Woodruff as chalrman and Miss Alice Hill Chittenden as the
secTetary.

The commission investigated the cotton, silk, metal, rubber, and
ready-made corset industries,

The commission had for its aids some of the most enlightened and
well-versed people of the United States,

The commission in its final report jnade ial mention of the
valuable services rendered to it by none other than that very learned
gentleman, Hon, Henry W. Farnum, of Yale University.

1 wish to give some of the statements as picked from warlous
mrugr?p‘hs of the report of the commission bearing on the wages paid
to employees,

On ppa e 16, subdivision of the compiled Connecticut documents,
appears the following :

“A close study of the table shows that in the cotton industry 29.28
per cent of the women employed earned less than $7; in silk 5815
per cent earned less than that; in metal the number falls to 48.99
per cent; in corsets to 50.14 per cent; in rubber to 49.43 per cent;
while the earn of 48.40 per cent of all those employed in these
industries fall below the $7 wage scale. It is, therefore, evident that
?mctlcﬂly one-half of the women employed In these factories earn less

han a living wage.”
On e 31 appears the following:

“ No children were found employed on night work in the industries
Investigated, but in the cotton and silk mills children between 14 and
16 years of age were employed 10 and more hours a day, and in one
gilk mill they were found working 11 hours a day.

“In ecotton mills children under 16 were found employed in roving
and drawing in the same room in which earding was done. The lint
was very bad and the humidity extremely high in these rooms."
rs the following:
in all factories were too long according to the
standards of more advanced States. Ten and a half or eleven hours a
duy is far too long for any woman to work under factory eondition
especially when these hours are often extended far beyond even L
excess by ove work.

“The very large percentage of young 18 in Connecticut factories
probably accounts for the low wages which were found in the inves-
tigation of the five industries investigated.”

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Broussarp in the chair).
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts? :

Mr. KING. T yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
year the report was written?

Mr. KING. The commission was appointed in 1911.
not know when the commission reported.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts., It was probably shortly after
that time?

Mr. KING. The report states that the commission met for
the first time October 3, 1911; that the chairman of the com-
mission, because of ill health, was relieved at his own request

On e 35 a
ot Hgglgs of Ig r

Will the Senator state what

I do

113 lgugust, 1912, I presume the report was made in 1912 or

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts.
State of Connecticut?

Mr. KING. Oh, yes. The commission was appointed by
the Legislature of the State of Connecticut.-

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No such conditions prevail
in the cotton mills of Massachusetts.

Mr. KING. I am very glad to know that,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I think there has been a

general improvement since that period in the State of Con-
nectieut.

Mr. KING. I think the Senator Is right. I am not reading
this for the purpose of indicating that conditions now are as
they were in 1911 and 1912, The statement which I made dur-
ing the debate referred to the protected industries, and I stated
in a general way that following the Civil War the Republicans
inaugurated a policy of giving bounties and subsidies in the
shape of tariffs to certain protected industries, and that those
industries had imported labor from abroad, crowding out the
American workingman and forcing down the prices of labor,
As I understood, the able Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc-
Leanx] did not gquite assent to the statements which I made
and the conclusions which I drew from what I believed to be
the facts. I also called attention to the letter of Mr. O'Meara,
the president of the State federation of labor, and the Senator
from Connecticut read that letter or portions of it, and I under-
stood from his attitude that he did not quite assent to the
statements made by Mr. O'Meara.

I continue reading:

On page 57 appears the following :

‘“The following gives the earnings of all females and males in 11
gelected pccupations employing women and children in the eight cotton
mills visited ; wages were copied directly from the pay rolls for a recent
and normal period. The employees from whom such information was
gathered number 767 males and 1,184 females. In weaving, largest per
cent are in the $10 and $10.99 group for both men and women. A greater
number of men than women, however, earned over the $10. Only 33.76
per cent of the men employed earned under the $10 and 51.18 per cent
of the women. In ring spinning all of the men earned less than $10,
and 96.45 J,ver cent of the women. The largest per cent of men were in
the $8 and $8.99 group. In roving, 52.00 per cent of the men earned
under $10 and 63. er cent of the women ; in spooling, 76.98 per cent

the men and all of the women."

On page 219 appears the following : .

“The three rubber factories inresti%ated ran on a schedule of 54,
58, and 59 hours a week, as reported al‘: them. The 568-hour schedule
throughout the year is, of ecourse, illegal, although this factory seemed
unaware of it. The factory which reported 58 hours a week ran 60
hours a week practically every week for the 12 months copied from the
pay rolls, and violated the summer schednle completely.

. ial provisions for the health of women in rubber factories
ought to be made by means of mechanical ventihtin&:yatem and
separate wash and lunch rooms because of the naph fumes and
talcum dust to which they are exposed. In none of the factories
visited was such provislon made, and the women ate their lunches at
their benches.”

On page 188 appears the following :

“An investigation of safety conditions in a number of factories was
made for the commission l'.?' Mr. Willlam Newell; Mr. Newell visited
five of the sutf)pnsedly best factories im the State. Mr. Newell's Tt
sl;g:lrs a"dae! ed lack of provision for the safety of employees in n-
necticut.

On page 18 appears the following :

“ Connecticut has a la percentage of married women among its
wage-carning women. Of the women in the factories lnveutlgateﬁ by
the commission, 20.39 per cent were married. This high percentafe
{8 accounted for by the fact that so many foreigners are employed [n
the metal and textile trades, and the foreign woman usually remains
in industry after marriage.”

Pleage note, Mr. Senator, where the report relates to the employ-
ment of so many foreigners,

1 wish to state that wa%en paid in the American Thread Co.'s ex-
tensive establishment in Willimantie, Conn., were as follows :

In the year 1914, inspecting room, $11 per week of 54 hours.

In the year 1918, inspecting room, $12 per week of 54 hours.

In the year 1922, inspecting room, $15 per week of 48 hours.

In the year 1918, dye room, $16 per week of 54 hours.

In the year 1922, dye room, $26 per week of 48 hours,

In the year 1916, packing rooms, $14.

In the year 1922, packing rooms, $18.

T wish to state that in the metal induostries that the scale
for the years 1914, 1919, and 1922 are as follows:

1014

The report refers to the

of wages

1019 1922

Cents.
75

Cents

B s
achine operators (gun &
Machine operators Eclock parts).
Assemblers (gun parts).......
Assemby | )

42

45
45

sassﬁaﬁaaas‘g
BB
pRENeRREang

558

Machine opmtm:é {loc!
General shop labor..............

These rates, Mr. Senator, are on the hourly basis, and have been
obtained h‘y the writer during the past week from various parts of the
Btate of Connecticut,
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Ar. McLEAN. Mr, President—— _

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utdh
¥yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr., McLEAN. I have been out of the Chamber while the
Senator 'has been reading from the report, but I am informed
that it refers to industrial conditions in the State of Con-
necticut.

Mr. KING. Yes.

Mr, McLIEEAN. What is the date of the report?

Mr, KING. I am sorry that t.%e Sengt.urh}gs not p.resan%
when I began my speech, though I sent for as soon as
came into ‘the Chamber in order that he might be advised that
I intended in part to reply to statements made by him the
other day. I said that I would call attention first to a letter
which T had received under date of July 20 of this year from
Mr. Patrick H. O'Meara, president of the Connecticut Federa-
tion of Labor. Mr. O'Meara has sworn to the letter, so that
it is in the nature of an affidavit. He quotes from a report
made by the commission which was created by the act of the
Legislature of Connecticut.

Mr. McLEAN. In what year?

Mr. KING. The commission was appointed in 1911, and T
presume reported in 1912,

However, let me say to the Senator that I am just reading
now from Mr. O'Meara's statement as to the wages paid in
Connecticut in 1914 and various years up to the present time.
I 'shall read the entire letter, which is in the ‘shape of an
aflidavit, and I shall ‘be glad to have the Senator then examine
it in the Recozp.

In the report ecoming from the labor commissioner's office for the
year ending 1918 there appears, on page 124, the following:

“In 1915 the number of certificates ed to child workers between
14 and 16 in all occupations was 13,750, up to and tncludinﬁ_()c-—
tober 31, 1916 ; from November 1, 1816, to November 1, 1917, 502
regular permits and 8,224 wvacation were given out, .amoun
14,837 ; ?mm November 1, 1917, to November 1, 1818, the

ts were 13,710 and 4,008 wacation; from August 1, 1918, to

ovember 1, 1918, :8,943 regular and 251 vacation were certl a
totdl of 4,184, It is e to figure from this the prggnrﬁon in wk}uh
child labor increased in the State in the epochal perlod of the war,

Mr. MCLEAN. If the Senator will pardon an interruption—
and I shall not interrupt him unless he is willing that I
should do so——

Mr. KING. I have no objection to the Senator interrupt-
ing me.
pir.lr. McLEAN. Of course, the Senator from Utah knows that

we have a very stringent .child labor law in Connecticut, and
I presume that the permits to which Mr. O’Meara has referred
were granted during the harvesting season, when children
could get employment, especially in the tobacco fields, picking
tobacco, and in other employments out of doors. I do not know
whether or not there is any explanation of that in the report
from which the Senator is reading.

Mr., KING. I do not see any, I will say to the Senator.
Mr. O'Meara proceeds:

There appears on page 7 of the same issue, the following :

“The year 1915 was remarkable for a widespread dissatisfaction in
the laboring and producing classes with wages and hours as then pre-
wvailing, this dissatisfaction spread almost simultaneously all over the
country, and had an outlet in a series of sirikes In many related and
totally distinet industries, which for stubborness and has never
been paralleled in Connecticut, whatever the erience of other States.”

I wish to state, Mr. Senator, that during the past 21 years in the
Btate of Connectlent, that with the exce;f:ttion of 4 i’e:rs the political
destinies of the State have been with the Republican Party, and far the
:ﬂast 25 years with the exception of ‘8 years that the same conditions

ave prevailed from.a national standpeint, and it-can be- observed
what the average wage carner has received and what he can extgeet
from ‘the party thet yells for protection—it means protection of their
own kets, and not those of the wage earner—that has been estab-
1s for years, still the voter blindly keeps on voting into office men
of a party that mever will entertain a semblance of sympathy for the
wage earner. And when Benator McCLuAN states that Connecticut em-
loyers are paying wm;as of a better level than elsewhere, he has not
fnken the trouble to investigate into living conditions in the clties
where these poorly paid wage earners live; we can bring him around
my home city into localities where now two families are compelled
house themselves in order to exist; let him drop in here and we will
show him where in an ordinary oom in a tenement fiat, the parents
gleep in one bed, there gre in soma beds four and five &udrm
therein in the same room, measuring 9 by 11 feet, and the other family
existing in the same way in an adjoining room of the same sige.

The many social Ahgencies are continually reporting that conditions
are worse than ever dreamed of, and something is urged to be done to
stop it, and in all falrness how can it be done with the head of the
home coming in with a wage that can not but keep him and his Tamily
in this bad condition.

Might I state, also, Mr. Senator, that the most suthentic rt oh-
tainable that there is in the State of Connecicut, the mumg faet |
that there are 280 millionaires in Connecticut, 52 of whom POBSESS more
_than $2,000,000, one being credited with is.obo,ouo. or, in.other words, |
th ngle of Connpecticut have a millio 2 for each 4,300 inhabitants.

f wigh to state, also, Mr, Eenator, that the statement made on |
7121 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, date of May 17, 1822, on the r I
side top, by Benator Moss, of New Hampshire, to theeffect ‘that there |
are some V17,000 depositors in the savings banks of Connectiont ; that '

g

i—'—é

ple in the wage
like to ask him,

if he ‘wounld please ingulre ‘as to who e
$52,000,000 /in

his Inference being th
5 - mgmrat all of these depositors are .

84 banks of Connecticut, this transaction ng place after
the merger of ‘the famous copper dexl in this State? [ w d
if he classed the pecple that deposited this great sum in Tonny of the

Tonny of the
if they were wage earners, and from w re].lablney-soum
slt was a welcome thing to some ofege banks at that

e,
I wish to state that according to f published September, 1921
that the amount lecti
s Sl;&:ﬁ, 9%%“ 000“ money invested in manufsctaring In Connecticul
‘ersonally red Patrick ¥. O'Meara, president of
Federation of Labor, residing ar 190 ora: P Btrect, Novw ) ﬁﬁ;’;}“@fﬁf
and affirmg tl‘:]nt the foregoing statements to be true to the

banks; that
this vast

best of his
knowl an me, this 20th of July, A, D, 1822,
[smanL i sz:rlxliy B. Bnama?s
Notary Public,

) Mr. President, in May, 1920, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the Department of Labor published Bulletin No. 265 on
wages and hours of labor, compiled from an industrial SUTVEy
In selected industries in the United States for 1919. It must be
observed that this year was a very active one in the industries
of the country and wages reached the highest levels known.
The average wages per hour, as reported in this survey, give a
falr indication of the relation which then existed between
wages In the different trades.

This survey indicates that the lowest wages in the particular
trades and industries covered were generally paid in the fac-
tories and industries of Connecticut, notwithstanding the boom
‘which the war gave to Connecticut industries and which was in
force without diminution in the year 1919 covered by the survey.

I have gone through the records and I have compiled a large
number of statistics showing the wages paid per hour in Con-
necticut and in various other States in the Union, and the re-
sults, as I now recall them, in every instance were as I have
%ﬁﬁfﬁd’ namely, that Connecticut paid lower wages than other

The survey shows that in the paper-box industry cutters and
creasers were paid in Connecticut 38.6 cents per hour as against
49.8 cents paid in New Jersey, and that cutters, scorers, and
corner cutters were pald in Connecticut 395 cents per hour as
against 45.6 cents paid in Michigan; that die makers and press-
men were paid in Connecticut 50.2 cents per hour as ‘againgt
61.8 cents paid in New York; that laborers were paid in Con-
necticut 35 cents per hour as against 41.4 cents paid in Illinois;
that scrappers were paid in Connecticut 32.8 cents per hour as
against 44.6 cents paid in New Jersey; that coverers Were paid
in Connecticut 29.3 cents per hour as against 81.2 in Massa-
chusetts; that cutters, scorers, and corner cutters were paid
21.4 cents per hour as against 26.8 in New York; that gluers-off
were pald in Connecticut 21.5 eents per hour as against 28.7 in
Ohio; that glueing-machine operators were paid in Connecticut
27.8 cents per hour as against 30.3 paid in Illineis; ‘and that
female table workers were paid in Connecticut 254 cents per
hour as against 27.5 in Illinois.

That in the chemical industry foremen of mechanieal -opera-
tions were paid in Connecticut 50.9 cents per hour, as against
T2 cents per hour paid in Kansas,

That in the electrical machinery and apparatus industry
machine setters were paid in Connecticut 42:5 cents, as against
55.8 cents paid in New Jersey; that machinists were paid in
Connecticut 51.8 cents per hour, as against 66.9 cents per hour
paid in Ilinois; that metal finisherg were paid in Connecticut
37.8 cents per hour, as against 421 cents paid in New York;
that milling-machine hands and operators were paid in Connec.
ticut 43 cents per hour, as against 49.8 cents per hour paid in
New York; that polishers and buffers were paid in Conneecticut
421 cents per hour, as against 55.1 cents per hour paid in Penn-
sylvania; that punch-press hands .and operators were paid in
Connecticut 88.8 cents per hour, as against 63.8 cents per hour
in Indiana; that screw-machine hands and operators were paid
in Connecticut 42.6 cents per hour, as against 63.6 cents per
hour paid in New Jersey; that coil winders were paid in Con-
necticut 274 cents per hour, as against 31.1 cents per hour
pald in New York; that connecters and insulaters were paid
in Connecticut 274 cents per hour, as against 80.8 eents per
hour puid in New York; that drill-press hands and operators
were pdid in Connecticut 27.5 cents per hour, as against 86.7
eents per hour paid in New York.

That in foundries chippers and grinders were paid in Con-
necticat 49.1 cenis per hour, as against 64.5 cents per hour paid
in Towa; that first-class core makers were paid in Connecticut
66.8 cents per hour, as against 84.6 cents per hour paid in
Oregon; that core makers were pald in Connecticut 4271 eents
per hour, as against €4.7 cents per hour paid in Michigan : that
crane operators were paid in Connecticut 50.8 cents per hour,
as against 85.7 cents per hour paid in Washington; that cupola
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tenders were paid in Connecticut 53.3 cents per hour, as against
79.8 cents per hour paid in Oregon; that handy men in Con-
necticut were paid 532 cents per hour, as against _1'1.7 cents
per hour paid in Missouri; that laborers were paid in Connec-
ticut 43.7 cents per hour, as against 58.1 cents per hour paid in
Oregon ; that bench molders were paid in Connecticut 58 cents
per hour, as against 73.4 cents per hour paid in Michigan ; that
floor molders were paid in Connecticut 64 cents per hour, as
against 83.2 cents per hour paid in California; that machine
molders were paid in Connecticut 43.6 cents per hour, as against
68.2 cents per hour paid in Jowa; that molders’ helpers were
paid in Connecticut 44 cents per hour, as against 50.3 cents
per hour paid in Missouri; that pattern makers were paid in
Connecticut 59.4 cents per hour, as against 90.1 cents per hour
paid in Ohio.

That in the hosiery and underwear industry boarders were
paid in Connecticut 41.1 cents per hour as against 56.9 cents
per hour paid in Pennsylvania; that machine fixers were paid
in Connecticut 49.9 cents per hour as against 57.8 cents per
hour in Ohio; that pressers were paid in Connecticut 34.2 cents
per hour as against 55.8 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin ; that
puttonhole makers were paid in Connecticut 25.6 cents per
hour as against 86.1 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin ; that
button sewers were paid in Connecticut 28 cents per hour as
agninst 83 cents per hour paid in North Carolina; that hand
cutters were paid in Connecticut 42.9 cents per hour as against
274 cents per hour paid in Wisconsin; that finishers were
paid in Connecticut 24.8 cents per hour as against 31.6 cents
per hour paid in North Carolina.

That in the machine industry blacksmiths were paid in Con-
necticut 66.5 cents per hour as against 81 cents per hour paid
in Oregon; that blacksmiths’ helpers were paid in Connecticut
482 cents per hour as against 51.6 cents per hour paid in
Missouri; that drill-press men were paid in Connecticut 51.2
cents per hour as against 63.7 cents per hour paid in Minne-
sota; that fitters were paid in Connecticut 60.9 cents per hour
as against 70,5 cents per hour paid in Missouri; that gear cut-
ters were paid in Connecticut 57.2 cents per hour as against 71.9
cents per hour paid in New York; that grinders were paid in
Connecticut 54.7 cents per hour as against 66.7 cents per hour
paid in New York; that handy men, hookers on, and painters
were pald in Connecticut 47.6 cents per hour as against 64.7
cents per hour paid in California; that laborers were paid in
Connecticut 41.9 cents per hour as against 58.7 cents per hour
paid in California; that lathe men were paid in Connecticut
54.2 cents per hour as against 71.3 cents per hour paid in Penn-
gylvania; that machinists were paid in Connecticut 55.7 cents
per hour as against 90.8 cents per hour in California; that
milling-machine men were paid in Connecticut 51.6 cents per
hour as against 69.2 cents per hour paid in Missouri; that
millwrights were paid in Connecticut 55.9 cents per hour as
against 68.2 cents per hour paid in New York; that planer and
ghaper men were paid in Connecticut 60.9 cents per hour as
against 69 cents per hour paid in Oregon.

That in the paper and pulp industry back tenders were paid
jn Connecticut 41,2 cents per hour as against 67.7 cents per
hour paid in Minnesota ; that beater men were paid in Connecti-
cut 46.2 cents per hour as against 62.6 cents per hour in Minne-
sota ; that machine tenders were paid in Connecticut 56.7 cents
per hour as against 80,5 cents per hour paid in Minnesota;
packers were paid in Connecticut 36.1 cents per hour as against
50.8 cents per hour paid in Pennsylvania; third hands were
paid in Connecticut 85.1 cents per hour as against 53.1 cents per
hour paid in Minnesota.

In the typewriter, computing-machine, and cash-register in-
dustries aligners are paid in Connecticut 59.9 cents per hour as
against 69.8 cents per hour paid in New York; that assemblers
and welders were paid in Connecticut 36.1 cents per hour as
against 48.5 cents per hour paid in New York: that drill-press
men and operators were paid in Connecticut 43.2 cents per
hour as against 55.8 cents per hour paid in Michigan; that
fitters and filers were paid in Connecticut 43.6 cents per hour
as against 482 cents per hour paid in New York; that gear
cutters and lathe operators were paid in Connecticut 58.2 cents
per hour as against 61.5 cents per hour paid in Michigan; that
grinder hands were paid in Connecticut 45 cents per hour as
against 59.7 cents per hour paid in New York; that handy men
were paid in Connecticut 38.6 cents per hour as against 48.9
cents per hour paid in New York; that case hardeners and an-
nealers were paid 45.2 cents per hour in Connecticut as against
G67.9 cents per hour paid in Indiana; that inspectors—final—
were paid.59.8 cents per hour in Connecticut as against 73.7
cents per hour paid in New Jersey; that japanners and anneal-
ers were paid in Connecticut 47 cents per hour as against 574
cents per hour paid in Michigan; that laborers were paid in
Connecticut 85.2 cents per hour as against 43.3 cents per hour

paid in Michigan; that machine setters were paid in Connecti-
cut 49,8 cents per hour as against 55.2 cents per hour paid in
New York; that machinists were paid in Connecticut 59.7 cents
per hour as against 68 cents per hour in Michigan ; that milling-
machine operators were paid in Connecticut 43,9 cents per hour
as against 50.1 cents per hour paid in New York; that electro
and nickel platers were paid in Connecticut 52.5 cents per hour
as against 59.5 cents per hour paid in New York; that polishers
and buffers were paid in Connecticut 53.9 cents per hour as
ggainst 54.7 cents per hour paid in New York; that rough pol-
ishers were paid in Connecticut 41.9 cents per hour as against
58.9 cents per hour paid in New York; that punch-press hands
were paid in Connecticut 38.5 cents per hour as against 58.2
cents per hour paid in Michigan; that screw-machine hands and
operators were paid in Connecticut 46.8 cents per hour as
against 54.1 cents per hour paid in Michigan; and that tool-
makers, die makers and sinkers were paid in Connecticut 66
cents per hour as against 81.6 cents paid,in Indiana.
PRE-WAR WAGES IN THE TEXTILE INDUSTRY.

It is well known that wages paid in the cotton and woolen
manufacturing industry in this country are, generally speak-
ing, the lowest for any of the American industries. Textile
manufacturing has been the special object of protectionist
solicitude and legislation; indeed, the textile interest has been
the dominent interest in the framing of tariff legislation. The
textile industry is a typical protected industry, and the obvious
fact is that in this industry wage rates are at much lower levels
than in the nonprotected industries such as the railroad oc-
cupations and crafts, the building and construction trades,
and the telephone and electrical trades. This fact is so well
known as to not require a demonstration.

This condition was also well known in pre-war years, as was
clearly brought out in a study of wages in the United States
in 1908 to 1910 by Scott Nearing, a professor in the Wharton
school of the University of Pennsylvania, which was published
in 1911 under the title * Wages in the United States, 1908-
1910 "—* A study of Federal and State wage statistics.”

Professor Nearing found that the State of Massachusetts had
collected and published the most complete wage statistics then
available, and he makes a particular examination of these
Massachusetts statistics, On page 31 of his book he says:

These industries are really divisible, according to the numbers em-
ployed, into two groups, those industries employing more than 40,000
persons, and those employing less than fzsgoo persons.  Between
these two extremes not a single industry appears. A study of the
above table shows that wages range much lower in the textile indus-
tries. Thus in cotton goods, worsteds, woolens, and dyeing and finish-
ing, there are respectively 81, 21, 25, and 21 per cent of tﬁe employses
paid nnder $8 a week. In the other industries these percentages are
much lower, with a maximom in furniture of 15 per cent, and a mini-
mum in foundry and machine Bhoﬁ of 6 per cent.

Similar deductions may be made from an analysis of the higher-
wnie groug. In the textile industries (cotton, worsteds, woolens, and
dyeing and finishing) there are, respectively, 9, 17, 10, and 12 per
cent of employees receiving more than $15 per week, while in the
other industries the percentages above $15 per week are:

Per cent,
Boots and shoes e — 42
Foundry and machine shop (e o
Leather _ ZEee = 10
Paper. 18
Furtilinre =S 0onoiobon Srr 17
e PEIT o L G s S e S S R S 47

The proportion of wage earners receiving above $15 per week is
1h§reroll-e considerably higher in the nontextile than in the textile
industries.

The textile industry is notable for the large proportion of
women and children employed, and it is common experience that
the presence of a large number of women in the industry is a
sure sign of a low-paid industry. In 1908 nearly one-half of
the number of minors employed in Massachusetts were employed
in the cotton-manufacturing industry, and the number of women
employed in the cotton-manufacturing industry is nearly as
high as the number of men employed in the industry.

Mr. Nearing, on page 44 of his book, sayy:

Seven-tenths of all adult males receive weekl]r wages running from
;9 to $20, while more than four-fifths of the adul} females receive from

b to slf per week. The classified weekly wages of the adult males
of Massachusetts are therefore almost twice as hith as the wage of the
adult females.

And on page 45 Mr, Nearing says:

Cotton fg—nods. the largest Massachusetts industry in so far as the
number of employees s concerned, pays the lowest wages of any of
the leading industries. Of the adult males (over 21 years) nearly one-
third recelve under $58 per week, while four-fifths of the total adult
males receive less than $12 per week, leaving only one-tenth of the
entlre number of adult males with weekly incomes of over §15. The
wages of the adunlt females (over 21 years of age) are lower than the
wages of adult males, but not lower in the proportion that they are
in other industries. Half of the adult females receive less than $8 per
week, nearly a half receive wages ranging from $8 to $12, leavini only
one-twentieth of the adult females with weekly wages over §12 and
none with weekly wages over $15.

. - . . " * .
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From these two indusiries the conclusion is obvious: that, for a man
gettling in Massachusetts, a boot and shoe town is infinitely preferahle
to a ecotton mill town, in 5o far as wages are concerned. he work
may be harder or more technleal, but the difference in wage between
the two industries i very considerable, f

= ® - ® L] -

-

Thus the boot and shoe industry paid by far the best wagzes to adult
males, while the lowest wages were pald in the cotton industry.

And, on page 57, Professor Nearing says:

In eotton goods, the leading Massachuszetts industry, the wages are
very much lower than in the State at large, nearly three-fifths of all
the adult male employees receiving less than $450 in 1818,

It is notorious that the cotton-mill towns of New England
have # working population containing a large number of per-
sons of foreign birth, and that in these towns are paid the low-
est wuges paid in the United States, and are also to be found
the most undegirable living conditions encountered anywhere
in the country. The preteuse that the tariff on textiles is laid
for the purpose of profecting the wages of the American work-
ingman is hardly made good in the fact that the wages in this
most protected of all American industries are the lowest paid
in any American industry, and that the condition of the em-
ployees in this industry approach more nearly the status of
servitude than in any other industry in the country. Not only
are the wages low but thousands of women and children are
practically chained to their daily tasks by the drivings of
hunger and the inexorable demands of nature for food, cloth-
ing, and shelter. The textile industry which has called the loud-
est for protection upon the score of Americanism presents the
most un-American conditions to be found in any guarter of the
land. On this point, Professor Nearing says, on page T3, of
his hook :

The contrast is marked between Massachusetis and New Jersey, with
tens of thousands of women and thousands of children at work, and
Kansas, with 3,600 women and 600 children. In Massachusetts the
women formed 30 per cent of the total wage earners; in New Jersey,
they formed 25 per cent; but in Kansas less than T per cent of the
total wageworkers are women.

To compare the wages received by women in a free American
industry, such as the wages pald to operators on telephone ex-
changes, with the wages paid to women in the textile industry,
will give us a clear picture of the distinction between the free
industries and the protected industries in this country as re-
spects the wages and welfare of their employees.

Mr. McLEAN, Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. KING. I do.
Mr. McLEAN. To what industry is the Senator referring
now ?

Mr, KING. The nonprotected industries.
of telephone operators.

Mr, McLEAN. The Senator calls those “ nonprotected.” Of
course, he knows that we do not import telephone operators.
There is an absolute embargo against competition in that line.

Mr. KING. The Senator can make such deductions as he
pleases. My contention is that the reactionary Republicans In
the past and now have been imposing upon the American people
exorbitunt taxes in the form of tariffs, upon the pretense that
those duties were essential for the protection of the wages of
the American employees; and I have contended that the wages
paid in the most highly protected industries were lower than
those paid in the industries that had no protection.

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator knows that there are about 33
per cent of our people engaged in agriculture and about 33 per
cent in manufacturing pursaits, and the other third in other
ocenpations, and that the other third have an absolute embargo,
We do not import hotels and hospitals and schoolhouses and
colleges. Consequently, our masons and painters and carpen-
ters and other tradesmen have an absolute emnbargo against com-
petition. They do nof need any protection, and that is the rea-
son why their wages are very much higher than the wages in
the industries where they have to meet severe foreign competi-
tion,

The fact is that in the cotton industry and most of the textile
industries the competition from abroad is so fierce that the
American producer has had to cut his wages; and the Senator
alzo knows that competition in the South in many lines of cot-
ton goods is very severe and that the wages in the South are
much lower than they are in New England. That was made
clear by a statement presenfed to the Senate the other day by
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, Lopce].

If the Senator will permit me, I was not here, and am not
familiar with the different ‘industties to which the Senator has
called the attention of the Senate at this time; but the state-
ment which I put into the Recorp the other day was taken
from the census reports, and it was to the effect that the
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I am speaking now

average wage in Connecticut in 1919 was $3.56 a day; and
the fact is that to-day, probably, we are working abouf from
40 to 50 per cent of capacity, perhaps 60 per cent. We will
call it 60 per cent. That means a reduction in our pay roll
in Connecticut of $140,000,000 a year; and the Senator can
realize that under those conditions we must do one of two
things—we must either cut wages or else we must have ade-
quate protection.

The fact that some of these rates may seem to be high sig-
nifies nothing, because if they are not high enough to equalize
the difference in the cost of production here and. abroad, of
course, they are ineffective; and as a result in these indus-
tries where the competition is fierce, and against which Ger-
many has made a special drive, there is only one of two things
for us to do—we must cut wages or go out of business.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator has stated now what
he has heretofore stated in various forms, perhaps in different
phraseology ; but the whole burden of the able Senator’s posi-
tion has been that protection is the panacea for all the ills to
which our industrial system is heir,

Mr. McLEAN, If the Senator will permit one more inter-
ruption, I want to say to him that I am not opposed to any
criticism or any investigation that is just and founded on
fact, and no one regrets more deeply than I do the necessity
for paying low wages, 1 believe in good wages. For that rea-
son, 1 want protection that will enable the manufacturer to
pay good wages; and I call the Senator's attention to the
most recent resolution adopted by the American Federation of
Labor on the tariff question.

A Mr. KING, I wish the Senator would put that in in his own
me.

Mr. McLEAN, It is only 7 or 8 lines, and then I shall have
concluded, if the Senator will pardon me, because I do not want
to take the time of the Senate in discussing this matter,

Mr. KING. All right; I yield.

Mr. McLEAN, It is as follows:

That this convention go on record in favor of the policy of indus-
trial preParedness and the enactment of laws by Congress that will
adequately protect all wage earners of our country sagainst the loss of
employment through any industrial invasion on the part of the products
of any of the other nations.

I want to say to the Senator that Mr. O'Meara may be op-
posed to a protective tariff, but the secretary of the Federation
of Labor in the State of Connecticut has recently signed a
statement in favor of protection, and the Senator knows that
representatives of the American Federation of Labor have ap-
peared before the Committee on Finance on many of these
schedules demanding adequate protection. The only hope of the
American wage earner, the only possible way in whieh our
standard of living can be maintained, is to give adequate pro-
tection to these industries which meet foreign competition.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the able Senator from Connecti-
cut, in my time, has delivered two admirable addresses from
his standpoint, and has restated the arguments which he has
adduced so often in the Senate—the arguments of the protec-
tionists who believe that the prosperity of the American people
is dependent upon raising to the skies the tariff rates so that
the United States may be excluded from trade and commerce
with the world. -

It was not my purpose to-day to enter into any general d-
cussion of the question of tariff or the relation of tariff to
wages. I brought these matters to the attention of the Senate
only because of the apparent challenge of the Senator froni
Connecticut and the Senator from New York the other day of
some ohservations which I submitted, and of the letter which
I offered for the Recorp, written by the president of the Feder-
ation of Labor of the State of Connecticut.

If T had the time to-day—and I apologize to the committee
for trespassing npon the time of the Senate when they are
discussing another important measure—I should be glad to
analyze some of the statements made by my able friend, and
review the arguments which he has again presented in favor
of protection. I have no doubt that there are many men. mem-
bers of the Federation of Labor, who are inoculated with the
same virus of protectionism that has taken possession of my
learned friend, and which guides his conduct here in the formu-
lation of tariff legislation. Of course there are many people in
the United States who follow the heresies that are so elo-
quently and ably championed by the able Senator from Con-
necticut. He states over and over again that the condition of
wages depends upon the tariff, that the condition of American
industry is related to the tariff, and depends upon inordinately
high tariff duties. We discussed that gquestion several weeks
ago, and I do not care to enter into it now, as I am anxions
to conclude in order that we may resume the discussion of
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the schedule which is now under consideration. There are
other members of the Federation of Labor, though, who do not
gee in this tariff bil which the Senator is so ably defending
the beneficent results which are prognosticated for it by my
friend. 1 believe that the laboring people of the United States
more generally mow than in the past appreciate the fact that
the Republican Party's financial policies have never been in
the interest of the great consuming publie, including the labor-
ing men, but that many of the financial policies of the Repub-
lican Party have been dictated by selfishness, by a determination
upon the part of large manufacturers and certain interests to
exploit the American people, buttressed behind enormous tariff
walls which prevent legitimate smd proper competition, But
this bill, with its enormities, being made known to the people,
will disillusion my friend from Connecticut, and he will dis-
cover that the laboring men of the United States are not by
any means A unit in their support of it. I repeat that as its
schedules become known, and when the bill shall have passed
and been put into operation, the American people will challenge
the wisdom of the measure and condemn those who bave driven
through under the party lash a bill containing schedules so
high that they have never been paralleled in any of the tariff
legislation of the past.

Mr. President, recurring to the matter to which I have di-
rected the attention of the Senate, in 1910 telephone operators
were paid $34.84 per week in Salt Lake City; $35.84 per week in
San Francisco; $27.32 per week in Dallas, Tex.; $20.52 per
week in Omaha, Nebr.; $29.44 per week in St. Louis, Mo.;
$27.09 per week in Washington, D. C.; $29.16 per week in Phila-
delphia, Pa.; and $36.96 per week in New York; whereas the
mill women of Massachusetts were in the same year only paid
from $8 to $12 per week, half of the number receiving less than
$8 per week; nearly half receiving from $8 to $12 per week;
but only one-twentieth receiving more than $12 per week, and
none receiving more than $15 per week as wages for service in
the cotton mills.

The pretense that the tariff is laid for the promotion and
protection for American wages and American conditions in
industries is thus revealed as a bald and fictitious assumption.
The facts indicate that avarice for money has been the domi-
nating motive in the writing of the textile tariff and that the
purpose of these tariffs has been not the protection of wages
but the protection of profits. Some persons have contended
that there is no advantage in transporting great numbers of
foreign wage seekers to our mill towns over admitting to our
ports the manufactares of foreign production. They claim that
if our people may be engaged in more profitable and healthful
pursunits than working in the textile mills, there is no reason why
legislation should be passed to foster an industry which de-
mands the services of depressed men and of women and chil-
dren who have no business working in factories at all—at least
not in this great and free country.

I want to read briefly from a letter written by Mr.
Thomas ¥. McMahon, international president of the United Tex-
tile Workers of America, under date of July 19, 1022, He states
that—

More than £ix or seven years ago we had a strike in New London at
the Armstrong Thread Co. Five years ago we had a strike in the
Salts Textile Co. in Bridgeport. We had two strikes in Btonington,
%“ﬁ‘l 1;1.- t;n in Mystic, one or two in Moosup, and a big strike in

'$ antic.

I have called attention in the affidavits submitted by Mr.
O'Meara to the large number of strikes that have occurred in
Connecticut for a number of years last past.

The loom fixers and mule spinners, the highest type of cottom-mill
workers, reeeive in Connecticut about $26 per week for 55 hours. The
average weaver, ronning 12 looms, makes about §$22.

Spinning room hd;; and girls running 8 or 10 sides, of 116 spindles
each side, receive $17 per week of 65 hours. Deoffers in the same de-
partment received about $15. Card room and picker room of a
cotton mill average about $14 for men for 55 hours.

He is speaking of the present year.

The foregoing shows ively that ity compels the wife
and mother to go to work in order that the offspring may at least
recelve some of the rough and coarse necessities of life, as luxuries
are unknewn in the homes of the cotton workers to-day. Children
are compelled to go to work by the employers of their fathers and
mothers under penalty in many cases of loging their own employment
or being turned ont of the company's tenements. Niee, easy jobs are
made for the children by the employers so as to keep them off the
street and that their pareuts 1 know where they are, and, as a
matter of fact, the father and mother with a large family will find
that they have the key to open the mill door of any mill in New
England beecause of the fact that they are responsible for so many
thousands of dollars to be taken out of the lives of those who compose
this young brood.

There is no man or woman living to-8ay who can describe conditions
inside of a cotton mill, particularly dur the warm weather., The
natural heat and the artificial beat that is mpecessary for produc-

tion leaves the room where human beings toll in nearly an unbearable

condition. Men and women just cover their nakedness in i
otherwise they could not stand it. b

Women and children predeminate in a eotton mill, and it is common
now to see the gs or §9 a week job. All the data and all the statisties
in the United States would not be as valuable as one visit from the
honorable Senater into a eottom mill in Baltimere, Md., about 30
miles from Washington, and if he but walks through each artment
and notes the physicai condition of the operatives he will ful appre-
clate that not only are the textile workers underpaid but at the
g:: of pagd to-day is forcing them into slow death ugh the starva-

Trusgrng that the above will aesist you, and with best wishes I am,

aternally yours,
THoOMAsS F. McMamoON,
International President United Tewtile Workers of E:ul:eﬁcs.

I have here an excerpt from the Washington Post, under date
of July 17, an Associated Press dispateh, giving a statement
of the New England textile strike, which is now in its seventh
month with 50,000 operatives idle and more than 40 plants
affected. T ask leave to have this printed in fhe REcorp with-
ou{tr geadjnj.

ere being no objection, the article was ordered to be print
in the Recorp, as follows: 28 Brited

TEXTILE BTRIKE GROWS—LOWELL MILLS CLOSED—10,000 ADDITIONAL OPERA-
TIVES CALLED OUT BECAUSE OF WAGE REDUCTIONS.

BosTox, July 17 (by the Associated Press) —The New England tex-
tile strike, which i{s now in its seventh month with 50,000 operatives
idle and more than 40 plants affected, spread to-day in force to Lowell,

. Strikes have been called against 3 plants In Lowell which re-
rh:-ced wages 20 per cent. These plants employ more than 10,000 opera-

tives.
inning late in January in the Pawtuxet Valley of Rhode Island,
t:e!g:ﬁfa strikes have been in progress in three main areas—Rhode Island,

New Hampshire, and Lawrence, Mass, Announcements of wage reduc-
tions of 283 r cent, held by the mill owners to be made neogasar by
the competition of southern mills, preceded all the strikes, In ode

Island and New Hampshire an increase in working hours from 48 to 54
weekly was also a factor.

Most New England mills affected by
bot many have curtailed operations.
been obtained by many manufacturers,

Mr. KING. T have with great care gone through United States
Department of Labor Bulletin 265 and assembled the various
classes of employees in a large number of the industries, together
with the wages paid. The statement is so voluminous, comprising
33 pages of typewritten matter, that I shall not ask to place
it in the REcorp, but I will state generally that the wages paid
in the textile mills, as shown by this record, are less than the
wages paid in other industries, protected or nonprotected.

I regret having consumed so much time this morning, but I
felt, in view of the attitude of the able Senator from Connecti-
cut and the able Senator from New York, that it was only
proper that I should present to the Senate facts which would
support the contentions which I made and the statement made
by Mr. O'Meara in his letter, which was placed in the REecomp.

A review of the situation in the State of Connecticut brings
into the picture the great contrast in the condition of the peo-
ple. On the one hand we have great factories and the palaces
of the manufacturers, which rise like the castles of the feudal
barons as a reflection of the number of their retainers and serfs,
And on the other hand we have the thousands of repressed
men, women, and children whose toil yields daily tribute to
the wealth and profits of their masters, but who themselves
live in want and penury, in tenements which can not be de-
nominated by the name of homes, but which exist in the shadow
of the mills and palaces of Connecticut, but do not reflect any
of the glory or prosperity which Connecticut manufacturers
take unto themselves from the labor of these poor people. On
the one hand there are 280 millionaires, whose plants and fac-
tories represent an investment of $1,343,900,000, and on the
other hand there are these 340,404 men and women who in
1919 toiled at an average wage of $3 per day, which since that
time has been decreased, with an accentuation of the poverty
which seems to be the common inheritance of those who labor
in the protected industries of Connecticut. Protection for prof-
its and protection for poverty and protection for the process
which produces profits and poverty are constant concomitants
in the progress of the policies for which the Republican Party
stands and which have received their consummate expression
in the iniquitous provisions of the pending tariff bill.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I was not here when tlie Sen-
ator from Utah began to read the information which I under-
stand is embodied in a report prepared some years ago
with regard to conditions in certain localities of the State
of Connecticut, For that reason I am not able to reply, and,

the strike have continued open,
‘Antipicketing injunctions h’f;]e

probably, if I had been present I could not have replied, since
the information referred to matters about which I have mno
personal knowledge. The conditions to which he refers might
have been caused by the Underwood bill,
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I have no desire now to occupy the time of the Senate in reply-
ing to the Senator’s position on the tariff question. In so far
as the effect of protective-tariff duties upon the wages of men
and women employed in the manufacturing industries in this
country is concerned, I will let the representatives of the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor speak for themselves. Everyone
who has kept track of the hearings before the Finance Com-
mittee and the discussion of this subject generally sinece the
tariff bill was brought up knows that representatives of the
American Federation of Labor have frequently expressed their
views upon this subject, and all in favor of protection. I have
here a statement published in May last, signed by Mr. I. N.
Ornburn, secretary of the Connecticut State Federation of Labor,
and others. I ask to have this statement printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Labor News, New Haven, Conn., Friday, May 5, 1922.]

PRINTING Trapes ProreEst CHEAP ForeleN PrINTING—" PaTRIOTIC "
!n.-\m;mmg FiemMs Herpiveg CriPPLE INDUSTRY HERE BY PURCHASES

ABROAD,

The printing tradesmen of America, many thousands of whom bave
been irﬁe for gmt:;ths. will soon have an opporfunity of returning to
their trade if the promise made by Hon. Elmer Dover, Assistant Secre-
tary of the Treasury, to representatives of the organized printing
trades is fulfilled. .

Early last fall an investigation on the part of the New York State
Allied Printing Trades Council, headed by its president, Peter J. Brady,
assisted by Stephen (. Kelly, secretary of the Allied Printing Trades
Couneil of Greater New York; Walter N. Reddick, president, and Felix
J. Belair, secretary of the International Brotherhood of Bookbinders,
disclosed the fact that during the year 1820 there was an increase
of more than 400 per cent in the imports of printed matter. It was
also learned that some * patriotic” American employers were placing
their printing orders with representatives of forelgn printing concerns
because of the low quotations, guotations so low, in fact, that many
of the “rat’ shops of our own coun could not even compete,

The names of many of these * patriotic ™ American concerns, who
are looklng to the workers of this country for their support and patron-
age, and consequent profits, will soon be compiled and made public and
we hope that our workers and those of our employers who believe m
“America first"” will bear this fact ’Ipl,f ml::d when placing their orders
for merchandise by the concerns we refer to.

The House ans und Means Committee, the House of Representa-
tives, and the Senate Finance Committee answered the request of labor
and placed a small additional duty on the imports of printed matter
from foreign countries. The additional duties, however, are small,

These duties, if the recommendations of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee are adopted, will be based on the foreign value of these imports.
Such a law at this time will give us but little relief.

The books, booklets, post cards, cigar labels, circulars, and other
printed matter which Americans are asked to purchase with American
money are sold on yalue in America. Why not place reasonable import
tax on these goods on their value in America?

American labor has nlivent thousands of dollars during the last two
years preparing material for Congress and for the President showing
why, if American labor is to obtain employment, the imports which
comg@te with our labor should be taxed on the value of the imports
in this country, £

We may succeed in gettlng this through, but at the present time
it seems as though the international bankers and other financial inter-
ests, many of them holding fortunes in the depleted currencies of cen-
tral European countries, will be able to defeat the wishes of real
Americans.

At the prenp?t tig:e it logkstast ﬁ"ﬁﬂf“ months may pass before any
definite action is taken on the tar -

was use of this fact that representatives of the printing
trades, headed by Matthew Woll, called upon Hon. Elmer Dover, As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury in charge of customs, and asked that
he lssue a ruling that hereafter all goods printed in forelgn countries
Imported for sale in our country, have the name of the country where
made printed in a conspicuous place., They also asked that the Treas-
ury Department make an investigation of the imports of printed mat-
ter, the prices at which the imports were valued, and the prices which
the importers and bankers recelve when they dispose of these goods
in America.

We have reason to believe that some of these goods are offered for
sale in Europe at prices which are less than the cost of material in
America. Of course, this i3 possible at the present time on account of
the depreciated value of the currency of some of the European coun-
tries.

We at least ought to have the privilege of knowing where the goods
we purchase were made and then it is up to our own people, if they pre-
fer to patronize the goods printed in countries other than America,
Wie may soon be able to list some of those who are Americans when
it is profitable to be so and anti-Americans when they profit them-
Belver!; even by so doing they help to impoverish the workers of
America.

The delegation which called upon Hon. Elmer Dover consisted of
Matthew Woll, president of the International Printing Trades Asso-
ciatlons and vice president of the American Federation of Labor;
I. M. Ornburn, secretary of the Connecticut State Federation of Labor :
Walter N. Reddick, president of the International Brotherhood of
Bookbinders ; Daniel J. Ahearn, president of the Allied Printing Trades
Council of Greater New York; and Edward F. McGrady, legislative
representative of the American Federation of Labor.

Mr, McLEAN. I also have a very brief statement prepared
by Mr. William A. Nealey, president of the Massachusetts
State branch of the American Federation of Labor, in which
he discusses the necessity of adequate protection for American
employees, and the unfortunate results which will come nunless
they are given adequate protection, T ask to have that printed
in the REecorp,

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recomp, as follows:

LABOR'S OBJECTION TO FrEm TRADE—OPPOSED TO TH
E Removan o
BCcoNOMIC BARRIERS AND INSISTS UPON INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS,

(By Willilam A. Nealey, president of the Massach set
the American Federation of Lat:lor.)ts SIEDeereR o8

After the war had been in rogress about a_year British labor real
the handicap that free tmd‘; had been to }g;:gumd. High mtecg:g
had enabled Ge to overcome England’s lead in many industries
and to threatgn the existence of trades necessary to the ma lvutennnce of
Great Britain’s prestige in war or peace, Imports from Germany, prior
to the war, were fl the British markets and Germany had over-
come E:flnnds lead in the steel industry and had surpassed England
in the itally important industry of dye and chemical manufacturing,
England’s agriculture had declined under free trade and Great Britain
was dependent upon other countries for its food supplies. This wenk-
ness on England’'s part was the underlying reason of Germany’s sub-
marine mmpai{:. If enough British ships could be sunik the food
supplles would cut off and England would be starved to death,
ritish labor was the first to see the danger of the situation, and at
a great meeting of labor representatives declared in favor of the adop-
rotective tariff policy by a vote of 2,500,000 labor unionists,
all, Boston, on Sunday evening, October 20, Arthur Gleason
explained the after-war program of British labor, and one of the chief
elements of that program was a high tariff.

HEngland can no longer be called a free-trade country, In fact, Eng-
land never was wholly a free-trade nation. It had free trade in food
supplies, and it soon fell into a position where it could not feed its
?cop e. It had free trade in certain manufactured goods, and soon
ound its market overrun by goods “ made in Germany.” But it never
abolished protection for its shipping. It built the greatest navy in
the world to grotect its merchant marine and paid enormous subsidies
to its st&amg ip lines to keep the flag of Rne%Iand on every gea, It
was England’s enormous navy and its protected merchant marine that
saved the British Bmpire from collapse,

Britlsh labor was wise enongh to see the significance of this.
keen enough to interpret the weakness due to free trade and the
strength that resulted ‘rrnm rotection ; and so it demanded protection
for the industries of England, as well as for the shipping ofp England,
Great Britain will be a protective-tariff nation as long as Englishmen
remember the lessons of this war. And it will be a long time before
thca; will forget them,

hile this was going on in England, American labor was not asleep.
Many of us saw that we were unprepared in a military sense when
we entered this war. We had only a small Army and a Navy of
50,000 or 60,000 men. It was not that Army or Navy that Germany
feared. Tt was the great body of American labor, trained, skillful‘,
and intelligent that would, after a short riod of training, make the

soldiers and sailors in the world, andp?: was the great industries
of the United States, built up by over a hundred years of protection,
that Germany knew we coul de[‘mnd upon to supply our soldiers and
sailors with the supplies and equipment of war. A merican labor knew
what these Industries meant to us in the prosecution of the war, and
what they would mean to us when ce was restored. We were
determined that these industries should not perish and af our con.
vention in Buffalo, In November, 1917, attended by the delegates of
the American Federation of Labor, we declared—

“ That this convention go on record in favor of a policy of industrial
preparedness and the enactment of laws by Congress that will ade-
quately protect all wage earners of our country against the loss of
employment through any industrial invasion on the part of the pro-
ducts of any of tife other nations.”

I appeal to you if that Is not the American spirit? I appeal to
you If that is not the American policy? I appeal to you if that is not
the voice of the American people?

We do not propose to fight for the liberty of the world and lose our
own rlfht to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. We are not
going to safefuard the independence of other nations and lose our
own industrial independence. We are not going to lick Germany on
those bloody fields of France and Belgium and then let Germany loot
our markets. We are not going to send our sons across the sea to
conguer the brutal Hun and then make Germany the master of our
trade and commerce.

But, my friends, that is just what is going to happen if we do not
prepare for our industrial defense,

here are candidates in this State running for high
for the Underwood tariff bill that reduced our tari
that Germany and all the otber countries began to flood our markets
with their goods. When Woodrow Wilson signed the Underwood tariff
he rose and expressed great satisfaction with the provisions of that
law, " The feeling that I have,” he gaid, “is that we have done the
rank and’ file of the country a great serviee.! Mr. Underwood, one
of the foremost leaders of the mocratic Party and at that time
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, said: “ [ am absolutely
confident that this law will reduce the cost of living in the United
States, and it will provide ample revenue for the Government.” It
reduced the employment of American labor, but it did not reduce the
cost of living, and the revenue obtained from the tariff was cut down
many millions. That tariff law, which was signed with so much satis-
faction in the White House, led straight to the bread line and the soup
houses and to the army of unemployed, in which from four to five
millions of * the rank and file of the country™ were soon enrolled.
That was a draft law in which there was no patriotism and no element
of public service. The soldiers in that army were not clothed in
khaki; they were elothed in mq‘&. There were no honors and promao-
tion : there was only the pitiful and profitless search for work. The
Red Cross was not organised for comfort and for aid, but there were
volunteer or%an!mtjous of relief in all our citles. The National Govern-
ment did not come to your rescue, but State, city, and private charity
was called upon to save the unemployed from starvation. There were
no barracks nor cantonments built for the army of the unemployed,
but they found shelter from the storms of winter in wharves, ware-
houses, and police stations. .

An official canvass in Philadelphia showed 200,000 men gnsmployed.
Labor organizations in New York City estimated that 472,000 men and
women were either out of work or on part time, In (’:hlcago there
were 190,000 out of work. In Nelw England the mills were forced to
close and thousands walked the streets in idleness., In New York
emergency workshops were opened and thousands flocked to them,
eager to work for

It was

office who voted
rotection so low

cents and 60 cents a day, while thousands were
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turned away. In Lawrence the city government appropriated $35,000
to relieve the distress of the unemployed. In Lynn the Ereat fac-
tories of that city were working on g:rt time or closed entirely. In
a small western city the officlals, under the stress of the eritical us-
employment there, arran, to put a rock crusher into operation. It
could emp onida% but 1,000 applied for work.

Cincinnati, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Beston, Providence, and a long
list of other cities made appropriations te vide work for the un-

employed. Massachusetts, true to her traditions, acted in a practical
way. She appropriated $100,000 and work was provided through the
department. But the natiomal admin tion, whose leader

forestry

had signed the Underwood law with so much confidence and satisfac-
tion, met the appeal for a program of employment exchanges, publie
works, and loans with an order that a census be taken to prove the
need, and then refused an appropriation of $10,000 to have the census
made. The Federal Government did make one contribution toward
releving the distress. It opemed the immigration buildings on Ellis
Island as a shelter to homeless men and permitted the use of Govern-
ment blankets, cots, and floors for the housing of 800 men each dn.L.
Five million men were out of work and the President opened Il
Island to accommodate 800 of them. Was that rendering much of a
service to * the rank and file of the country "?

The Democratic tariff policy Is the greatest menace that there is to
the workingmen of thls conntry. Men who voted for the Democratic
tariff of disaster and are asking you to vote to return them
to Con 5. If yon have the interests of American labor at heart,
you will vote to have them remain at home.

Free trade closes our factories, multiplies faflures, and produces
anemployment. A protective tariff opens the idle factories and pro-
vides work and a pay envelope for American labor. You can not give
nwa{ the American market and keep the wor of the couuntry
employed. You can not abolish a protective tariff and keep our im-
dustries or our labor prosperous. ou can not import the articles
which supply the needs of our people and at the same time provide
our people with work. When yon send our eorders for goods to the
mills of Eurcpe you empty the mills of the United States. When you
g:ve te1'111:|on'::.'":-11t to European labor you drive our workingmen to the
street. ]

It was only when the war sto the importation of foreign goods
that business began to plck up in this country. It was only because
the workingmen of Europe were called from their workshops to mo-
bilize great armies that onr workingmen got a chance to go back to
work. The Underwood law brought loss and unemployment, The
war brought work and high wages.

But, thank God, the brave boys of the American Army, recruited
from our farms and our workshops, will soon bring this war to an
end and force Germany to an unconditional surrender. But if the
free traders still control our Congress the Underwood tariff law, or
one even worse, will remain in force and the agony and distress of
I914 will return.

President Wilson deman
“removal of all economic barriers.”

as ome of the conditions of peace, the
That, gentlemen, means free

trade; and free trade means unemployment, bread lines, and starva--

tion. % :
The only way to prevent “ the removal of all economic barriers" is
for American labor to insist on its right to the American market and
safeguard that market by a protective tariff. To do this you must
elect protectionists to the House and to the Senate; you must elect
men who will vote for protection to American labor.
L - Ed - - - L

ADMINISTRATION BY COLLECTIVE AUTHORITY.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, various matters\have been placed
in the Recorp by Senators bearing upon the Smith-Towner bill.
If that had not been done by the proponents of the measure 1
should not ask the indulgence of the Senate to have placed in
the Rrcorp a number of editorials and extracts from publica-
tions which I have here.

1 ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp, in
8-point type, a part of the report of President Butler, of Colum-
bia University. It appears on pages 20, 21, 22, and 23 of his
annual report as president for the year 1921. It is an able dis-
cussion of the functions of the State and of the evils of the
academic wit once defined good administration as the doing
uniformity eraze which seems to have permeated the land.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, in 8-point type, as follows:

“One of the most noteworthy of recent developments in
American life is the zeal with which machinery is designed and
built ostensibly to serve various public interests and under-
takings, but in reality to control them. Perhaps in no other
way is the decline of faith in liberty so clearly marked. An
extremely well of that which should not be done at all. If this
clever phrase is to be applied to public administration, it would
have to be altered so as to read, the doing ill of that which
should not be done at all, for public administration—adminis-
tration by collective authority—is almost uniformly inefficient,
and for an obvious reason. In such case artificial choice takes
the place of natural selection in the designation of agents, and
gince nature is wiser than man, particularly political man, effi-
ciency at once declines. In the United States we are, in flat
defiance of all our proclaimed principles and ideals, building a
series of bureaucracies that will put to shame the best efforts of
the Government of the Czar of all the Russias when in the hey-
day of its glory. We are surrounded by agents, special agents,
inspectors, and spies, and the people are called upon to support
through their taxes, in harmful and un-American activities,
whole armies of individuals who should be engaged in produc-
tive industry. When anything appears to go wrong, or when
any desirable movement seems to lag, a cry goes up for the

creation of some new board or commission, and for an appro-
priation of public funds to maintain it in reasonable comfort,
An infinite number of blank forms must be filled and an infinite
number of records must be kept, classified, and audited at
steadily mounting cost.

“For a long time the excellent limitations of the American
form of Federal Government held these movements in check,
s0 far as the National Government itself was concerned, When,
however, the ingenious discovery was made that the National
Government might aid the States to do what lay within their
province but was denied to the National Government itself, the
door was opened to a host of schemes. These have followed
each other in rapid succession, all urged with a certain amount
of plausibility and with an appeal to kindly sentiment, usnally
supported by vigorous propaganda and zealous paid agents,

“So far as education is concerned, there has been gverorgani-
zation for a long time past. Too many persons are engaged in
supervising, in inspecting, and in recording the work of other
persons. There is too much machinery and, in consequence, a
steady temptation to lay more stress upon the form of education
than upon its content. Statistics displace scholarships. There
are, in addition, too many laws and too precise laws and not
enough opportunity for those mistakes and failures, due to in-
dividual initiative and experiment, which are the foundation for
great and lasting success.

“It is now proposed to bureaucratize and to bring into uni-
formity the educational system of the whole United States,
while making the most solemn assurance that mothing of the
kind is intended. The glory and the successes of education in
the United States are due to its freedom, to its unevenness, to
its reflection of the needs and ambitions and capacities of loeal
communities, and to its being kept in close and constant touch
with the people themselves. There is not money enough in the
United States, even if every dollar of it were expended on edu-
cation, to produce by Federal authority or through what is
naively called cooperation between the Federal Government and
the several States, eduocational results that would be at all
comparable with those that have already been reached under
the free and natural system that has grown up among us. If
tax-supported education be first encouraged and inspected and
then litile by little completely controlled by central authority,
European experience shows precisely what will happen. In so
far as the schools of France are controlled from the ministry
of education, in Paris, they tend to harden into uniform ma-
chines, and it is only when freedom is given to different types
of school or to different localities that any real progress is made.
Anything worse than the system which has prevailed in Prussia
would be difficult to imagine. It is universally acknowledged
that the unhappy decline in German university freedom and
effectiveness and the equally unhappy subjection of the educated
classes to the dictates of the political and military ruling
groups were the direct result of the highly centralized and effi-
cient control from Berlin of the nation's schools and universities.
For Americans now to accept oversight and direction of their
tax-supported schools and colleges from Washington would
mean that they had failed to learn one of the plainest and most
weighty lessons of the war. It is true that education is a na-
tional problem and a national responsibility; it is also true that
it has been characteristic of the American people to solve their
most difficult national problems and to bear their heaviest na-
tional responsibilities through their own action in the field of
liberty rather than throungh the agency of organized Government,
Once more to tap the Federal Treasury under the guise of aid-
ing the States and once more to establish an army of bureau-
crats in Washington and another army of inspectors roaming
at large throughout the land will not only fail to accomplish any
permanent improvement in the education of our people, but it
will assist in effecting so great a revolution in our American
form of government as one day to endanger its perpetuity.

“TIlliteracy will not be sensibly diminished, if at all, by Fed-
eral appropriations, nor will the physical health of the people
be thereby improved. The major portion of any appropriation
that may be made will certainly be swallowed up in meeting the
cost of doing ill that which should not be done at all. The true
path of advance in education is to be found in the direction of
keeping the people’s schools closely in touch with the people
themselves. Bureaucrats and experts will speedily take the
life out of even the best schools and reduce them to dried and
mounted specimens of pedagogic fatuity. Unless the school is
both the work and the pride of the community which it serves,
it is nothing. A school system that grows naturally in re-
sponse to the needs and ambitions of a 1 undred thousand dif-
ferent localities will be a better school system than any which
can be impesed npon those localities by the aid of grants of
public money from the Federal Treasury, accompanied by Fed-
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eral regulations, Federal inspections, Federal reports, and Fed-
ities.
el'l‘l'lI‘tlnilsmflgnr-tunat(:z that Columbia University, a pub.liclim;tdlmi
tion, was founded and is supported by the State in r.he-ﬁ_e :h
liberty, and that it is free to carry on it;s work beyond the rea
of the deadening hand of Government.”
EXPENDITURES OF STATE SCHOOL SYSTEMS.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have here a statement trom-lthe
Bureau of Education showing the amount of money expended by
the various States for education during the year 1920. Il:i cig
a very illuminating tabulation and emphasizes the fact, \n;
everyone knows, that the States are expending very large
amonnts annually for public-sehool purposes. I ask unanimous
consent that the table may be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the table wags ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Erpendidbures of State school systems, 1020,

1
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1Tncluded with operation expenses.
fIncluded with supplics.
! Estimat,

{Included with expenditures for compulsory attendance and schiool census,
* Figures for 1919,
« Figures for 1918.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, T have here several editorials
from the Boston Herald, the Boston Transcript, and the Spring-
field Union relating to the Federal control of education and
cognate questions. I ask that they may likewise be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorn as follows: [

[From the Boston Herald, July 2, 192271,
NO POLITICS, NO SECT IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

jonal Education Association, which honers Boston this weelt
w?ﬁtﬁ “;'mnlze, has it in its power 'to be a national brngﬂmces It
also has it in its power to be a national peril. 1t can be of tremendous

-

service to the future of' the TUnited States If it continues to devote
itself to the diseussion of methods for the educational development
of American youth along broad and liberal lines. It can be a de
struetive. influence to American ideals if it y¥ields to the persuasive
arguments of the propaganda so active already around Boston meet-
ing: places looking toward the centralization in Washington of all edu-
cational activities.

Should the Nutlenal Association for amy reason eitlier adopt resoln-
tions. favoring the Towmner-Sterling education bill, or send out from
Boston its members med Mﬁl the virus of socialism and bu-
refucracy emnatin% - that bill and proposed legislation of simi-
lar T, it will have done a wrong to the cause of real education
from which perhaps there will never be recovery. More than that, it
will have stirred into virnlent activity all the sectarian animosities
which follow invariably upon attempts to control by government the
character of teaching in American schools,

Should the Towner-Sterling bill become a
accepted by the States, it would be a deadly blow at the Federal Con-
stitution.. It would be another step toward the subordination of the
governments of the States to the activities of partisan and sectarian
bureauns loeated at the Federal Capital, where they can not be in close
touch with conditions in loeal communities. It will be a step toward
tyranny. through socialism—sa long step toward the distintegration
of our federated Repmblic.

The Bheppard<Towner blll was a baneful thing. Massachusetts has
refused to accept the- bribe offered by Congress as a price for sub-
ordinating its own State freedom to the

dictates of a ederal bureau.
It was probably unconstitutlonal. Its constitutionality will have to be
decided the Supreme Court.

by It is'probable also that the Towner-
Sterling bill is uneonstitutional. That question also must come hefore
the Supreme Court before the bill can go into effect, even should it be
passed by Congress,

We earnestly: hope that the National Education Association will
serve notice on the Towner-Sterling propagandists, as well as on all
Y ndists, that they are not wanted in the association’s
meetings. he teachers of' the United States owe it to the people of
the: United States, whose children will some time determine the des-
tiny of the United States, to make sure that insidious doctrine fatal
to the perpeination of our Federal form of government shall not be

inculeated through any agency of theirs.
The Towner-Sterling bill ‘will poison education with polities and

.. Our sehools must be kept free of both.

[From the Boston Herald, July 6, 1922.]
WHY WE OPPOSE FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION,

The Herald commends to every delegate in attendance upon the ses-
sions of the National Education Association a careful perusal of the
Faneuil Hall address on the Fourth of JulIy by Mr. Jeremiah E. Burke,
superintendent of Boston publie schools. It was peculiarly appropriate
that he should have spoken as he did on that day in that piace. He
showed himself to be a sentinel of the Republie, fust as every school-
i R Ao eyt i, e e R e e
the Republie, gnar constan which lurk in the
attempt to centralize Washington, through schemes: for Federal ald,
all educational activities.

* Prussian militarists,” said Mr. Burke, “ disregarded’ the lessons of
" Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, and Napoleon. They would establish an

absolute State. Bismarck proclaimed that the sehoolmaster was abroad
in the land, but the schoolmaster was net free. He was an officer. of
the State, obedient to the State, compelied to do the bidding of the
State. t he should teach and how he should teach was prescribed
by ihe State. All the agencies within the State became subservient
1o the ry clique. Government existed for the favored fow. In
50 rs the thought of the people was distorted and malformed in
conformity with despotic theories. The State was apotheosized. The
German peo came fo associate the Kaiser with Deity; they were led
to believe that militarism was a blessing, that the hands of ali the
world were raised against them, and that Germany was justified on
patriotic grounds in committing outrageous acts of sacrilege and bru-
tality. All of this willful perversion of & people mentally and morally
was manifestly the result of a system of false education.”

These are which every American shounld take to heart. The
Towner educational bills under consideration, however modified, pro-
pose to bring within the seope of the Federal Government all eduen-
tional activities through the allurement of great’ appropriations for
Federal aid to States; however Innocent they may seem in purpose,
however: ve t may look to those who advocate them, how-
ever modili)kd'they may be in the process of transition throngh she legis-
lative body, they contain within themselves the germ of supreme goy-
ernmental control just as truly as the gﬂm which in 50 years Jured
Germ into a condition where her entire people were convinced that
the welfare of thy world depended on the universal acceptance of Prus-
slan ideals. T is no such thing as compromise or middle ground,
Bither: the individual States must détermine their own eduoecational
methods or the Federal Government’ must control the States—ithe two
systems can not be combined. When the States begin to look to Wash-
ington for funds with which to stimulate their public schools they will
inevitably look to. Wishington for guldance as to hew those funds
shall be expended. Even though a bill which might be adopted to-
morrow should in words prohibit ** Federal control,” there is nothing in
the system which the Towner-Sterling bill inaugurates to prevent the
growth of bureancratic despotism later.

The Herald has been criticized for saying. that the Towner-Steriing
bill leads to sectarianism, 'There-ls nothﬁf in the bill to indlcate that
one or another would control the educational machinery of the
United States, and yet if it were understoed that the first hedd of the
educational bureau established by the bill should be a communicant of
any one of several churches-which-might be named, how many of those

hl:! now are crying for the passage of the biil would still support it?
of We have been icized for saying that this Federal interference or
assistance—it makes no difference which word is uwsed—would mean
the on of partlsanship Into lmblic education. Dees any advo-
egt:-‘ﬂﬁl?e Towner-Sterling bill belleve: that a' Republlican administta-
tion would place any other than a Republiean in»ch'nrfe of the eduea-
tional bureau, with its limitless oppertunities for politieal propaganda,

r that any Democratic administration would place' a Republican in
gnch a of partisan advantage? If the creation of such a bureau
in Washington, with initlal appropriation of §50,000,000 to be dis-
tributed among the States in accordance with the preférence of the

law and should it he
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bureancrats, does not incite to tyranoy, thenm homan nature has been
transformed. Tyranny will be no less obnoxious because the tyrants
have been multiplied. %

‘We have been asked to specify how the enactment of such & meas-
ure as the Towner-Sterling bill would be a long step toward the dis-
integration of our federated Republic. If it is not 4 step toward the
disintegration of the Republie thruuﬁ the concentration in Washington
of an education propaganda, then there can be no reasonable excuse
for the experiment. If the backward States feel that they need assist-
ance in advancing the cause of education they will be generously aided
by the friends of education in Btates like Massachusetts, which has
a{wa s led in educational endeavor ; but they must not expect the State
of Massachusetts or any other forward-looking State to sacrifice her
independence at the behest of socialistic theorists.

[From the Boston Transcript, July 8, 1922.]
MILLIONS FOR AID BUT NOT ONE CENT FOR BRIBERY.

h most of the arguments advanced against the Towner-Sterling
htl}wtto Europeanize our public school system, which brings it under
the yoke of a Federal bureaucracy at nsh[ugﬂm and expose it to
the meddlesome influence of an international and for the most part
imperial bureaucracy at Geneva, we hes!‘ﬂire?‘mpathi:e. An exception
to this rule, however, i8 the argument based upon the fact that the
bill wounld provide for the distribution among the poorer and less

opulous States of the Union gublic money raised by taxation in
assachusetts and the other richer and more populous’ States, This
argument is based upon fact, but the argument is none the less an
appeal to sectionalism in its most sordld form, an appeal to the belly
of the State when the freedom of the State is at stake.
Miliions of dollars raised by taxation in Massachusetts have been
nt by the Federal Government in other parts of the Union to defray
the cost of public improvements that were properly matters of Federal
foncern. Tﬁe people of Massachusetts have never begrudged this ex-
penditure whenever they could be shown that it benefited not merely
the State where it was spent but the Unjon as a whole. Massachu-
getts has been contributing to the welfare and greater 5lory of the
Natlon in peace and in war, in blood and treasure, by toil and thrift
and sacrifice, from the day the Nation was set up, and it will not be
merely the privilege but the duty of the Commonwealth to continue
cheergu!ly that practice as long as we remain a Nation and refuse to
return to the status of a colony or to disintegrate into a * polyglot
boarding house' or a pienic ground for hyphenates from far and

near.

The ohjection to the Towner-Sterling bill on the score of expense,
which will find s:rmpxthg and_support not only on this page but ameng
the plain peeple throughout Massachusefts, is to be found in the fact
that money raised by taxation in Massachusetts would be offered by the
Federal Government to the people of the smaller and less populous
States of the Union in the form of a bribe and in return for the sur-
render of the birthright of the BState, which under the Constitution
ja intrusted with safeguarding the freedom of education within its
borders.

No Btate in the Union would willingly and without reward sur-
render the control of its public-school tem to a Federal bureaucracy
at Washington or expose its publie-school system to alien meddling
from Geneva. The only consideration which would tempt a State to
make this surrender would be the offer of a bribe in the form of a
liberal Federal subsidy of precisely the sort that the Towner-Sterling
bill provides for. Caught between the upper millstone of such a
temptation and the lower millstone of the rising cost of government
everywhere, the poorer and less populous States of the Union might
and probably would surrender their birthright in return for such a
bribe, The State of Nevada, for example, having yielded to such a
temptation and having accepted such a hribe, would then be In a
condition where, if the Congress oén the United States so decreed, a

secretary of education from New nd or the South could make
of the public-school system of Neva an educational experimental
station for the remainder of the States of the Unlon, regardless of the

effect of the experiment upon the youth of Nevada.

The peotple of Massachusetts in the past have, as we have sald,
ladly contributed from their earnings toward the development of the
%ess wealthy States of the Union, and that will always be the gen-
erous spirit of the Commonwealth while it remains true to its tra-
ditlons. Bat e people of Massachusetts mnever have contributed
knowingly and willingly, and willingly and knowingly never will com-
tribute one cent to be expended by the Federal Government anywhere
in the United States in tbe form of a bribe to a State to surrender
that part of ils hirthright which gives to -each State absolute control
of its public-school system. This feature of the Towner-Bterling bill
has only,to be understood by our electorate, as we believe, for the
bill to receive the same repudiation at the hands of Massachusetts
that the covenant for a League of Nations received in 1920 in the
“ great and solemn referendum " of that year. And then the elaborate
scheme with a hyphenated name will the way of ! the evil thing
with a holy name,” so far as the American Peogle are concerned. But
American dependence will remain and fr in ed tion and
religion will thereby be safeguarded.

[From the Boston Transcript, July 7, 1922.]
BILL TO EUROPEANIZE OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS,

“If the day should ever arrive (which God forbid) when the people of
the different parts of our country should allow their local affairs (o be
administered from Washington—on that day the Drogressive politieal
eareer of the American people will have come to an end, and the Lopes
that have been built upon it for the future happiness and pro
mankind will be wrecked forever.—(John Fiske, in ‘A Critical

e

rity of

‘eriod of
American History.')

Without debate, but not without a preliminary propaganda that mizht
well make any alien agent envious of its efficacy, the National Eduea-
tion Association in natlonal convention assembled has agaln indorsed
the Towner-Sterling bill. A big fund is being raised by the proponents
of this measure to pay the cost of the lobby that is trying to jam it
threugh the Congress durmg a campaign year, while the amming
process is ratively simp and down the throats of the American
people who will be taxed to pay the cost of this elaborate scheme with

a hyphenated name,

t is the Towner-Sterling bill? It is a bill to Europeanize the
educational system of the Uni States, to scrap the free school sys-
tem of the several States and substitute in its place a Federal system

of education, subsidized from Washington, regulated from Washington,

and all in imitation of the imperialistic methods of the Old World

main provisions of the bill are two: The first provides for the crenggg
by Congress of a Federal department of education to be headed by a
secretary who shall be nominated by the President, with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and shall be a member of the President's Cabinet.
The second provides Federal aid in education in the form of a Federal
subsidy to be taken out of the Federal Treasury and doled out among
the States to be used in education as Congress may from time to time
decree. These two main rrovixlons are enough to condemn the measure
in the eyes of true Americans who take the trouble to think the thing
through, and in their hearts cherish the hope of making a cantribution
in their day and generation toward the conservation and enhancement
of that “American character” at heme and abroad which it wis the
dream of Washington to develop and the destiny of Lincoln to save
and the glory of Roosevelt to incarnate in his life and work.

Any bil]t providing for the creation of an additional executive depart-
ment at Washington and an additional member of the Cabinet is te that
extent % bad bill and ought to be opposed by every taxpayer in the
land. Kxperience has demonstrated that the number of executive de-
partments and the size of the Cabinet should be reduced, not increased
and in the light of that experience a plan for the reorganization of the
executive branch of the Government has been prepa and is now be-
fore the President, who will presently submit it to Congress as a basis
for remedial legislation. Any bill that provides for further trespass-
ing by the Federal Government upon the premises placed by the Con-
stitution in the confrol of the several States is also bad and ought to be
opposed by every tanayor in the land. It is true that Federal control
will basten standardization of education, but what true American, be-
lieving in education and religious freedom, wishes to see a system of
standardized education or standardized religion established in this
country and controlled in Washington ?

Our own Congressman JOHN JACOB ROGERS voices, we believe, the
frue sentiments of the %}atn people of Massachusetts when he declares
his belief that ** Massachusetts or California is a better judge of what
her people should learn and use and in what schools they should learn
it than any bureau or department chief can be.,” The late Franklin K.
Lane, the able Secretary of the Interior of the last administration, put
the arﬁun‘ff_-n‘t against the Towner-Sterling bill in a single sentence when
he said: ** Federal control of schools would be a curse, because the in-
evitable effect of Federal control is to standardize.” President Good-
now, of Johns Hopkins University, sees in this elaborate scheme with a
hyphenated name *“a most danfnruna usurpation of power in Wash-
ington that will undermine the rights of the people.” President Butler,
of Columbia University, puts the case in language so plain that parents
and pupils alike can understand the menace of this measure to our
happiness as a people at home and our prestige as a nation abroad,
when he warns the country that * once more to tap the Federal Treas-
ury under the guise of aiding the State, and once more to establish an
army of bureaucrats in Washington, and another army of inspectors
roaming at large through the land, will not only fail to accomplish any
Pemanent improvement in the education of our people but will assist
n effecting so great a revolution in our form of government as to en-
danger one day its perpetuity.” President Hadley, of Yale University,
was in Berlin in the winter of 1907-8 and saw a great deal of the
inside working of what was then the Imperial German Government; he
noted that the degradation of German thought was largely due to the
fact that through the establishment, first, of Berlin ﬁnfverslty and,
second, of other centralized Prussian authorities, “ the politicians ha
become able to throttle free thought.” He regards the Towner-Sterlin
bill as *“a long step in the Prussianizing of American education,” an
so will every other American when he examines the provisions of the
bill in the light of * the plainest and most weighty lessons of the war.”

But the lobby back of the Towner-Sterling bill would have the public
believe that it does not provide for Federal control of public educa-
tion but that the Federal Government will be willing to scatter mil-
lions of dollars from its Treasury broadcast through the several Stutes
and ask no questions as to the expenditure. If this were true, it
would be taxation without representation—a tyranny more intolerable
than the yoke that would be put upon the youth of Ameriea for the
rest of the time by the Europeanizing of our tpuhlic schools. Of
course, it is not true; it is grotesquely untrue, for the reason that
the Federal Government never has n and never will be willing to
subsidize an enterprise without retaining the right te regulate the
expenditure of the subsidy, and Federal regulation is only another
name for Federal control.

It would be bad enough to scrap our American system of free schools
in the several States and set up in its place a Federal department of
education, whose contrel would immediately become a football of
partisan politics, but the vision of the Natiomal Education Associa-
tlon and the lobby that s backing the Towner-Steriing bill is “a
world vision.” Already steps have been taken looking to the * inter-
nationalizing ” of the asseclation. If that is accomplished and this
organization gains control of a Federal department of educatien, we
shall soon see Federal control of eur public-school system give way to
international meddling, with a superdepartment of education set up
at Geneva as an adjunct of the supergovernment provided for in the
covenant of the League of Nations. Kvery teacher in the land draw-
ing a subsidy under this elaborate scheme with a hyphenated name
could then be mobilized in support of a drive to force the United
States into full membership in * the evil thing with a holy name,” as
the late Senator Knox rightly calied the League of Nations.

Massachusetts had the grit and the gumption to repudiate by the
most overwhelming majority en record the covenant of the League of
Natlons, in spite of the favor which that war-breeding scheme of
supergovernment found among many members of the National Educa-
tion Association and in spite of the lobby that endeavored to jam that
scheme through the United States Senate and down the throats of
the American people. Massachusetts with eqgual grit and equal gump-
tion, when her people are given the opportunltg to pass upon it at
the polls, will repndiate by an equally overwhelming ority the
elaborate scheme with a hyphenated name provided for in the Towner-
Sterling bill. Our electorate in this Commonwealth is sprung from
many races, but the belief in our public-school system is as Btrong
as tie belief in the freedom of religion. Freedom in education an
freedom in religion are twin liberties that are dear to the heart of
every loyal citizen of the Commonwealth. Any attempt in any guar-
ter to Kuropeanize our ‘Fublic schools and yoke them under a fed-
erated bureaucracy at Washington or an international bureaucracy
in some European capital will be regarded, and rightly, by the people
of Massachusetts as a challenge to our dual form of government, an
assault upon American independence, and a direct attack not only
apon the Constitution of the United States, which is the political
carner stone of our national life, but also upon that “American char-




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

10551

acter " which is the spiritnal corner stome of our national life. And
should not the people of Massachusetts have the opportunity to
upon the Towner-Sterling bill? It ean be done in the com tate

eampalgn by requiring every eandidate for public office to say whether
he is for or against the attempt of the )?:uons.l Bdueation Associa-
tion to Europeanize our publie schools.

[From the Bpringfield Union, July 6, 1822.]
THE SMITH-TOWNER BILL.

The proceedings of the convention of the National BEducation Asse-
ciation in Boston devclnfed a difference of opinion as to the desirability
of the Smith-Towner bill, now on the calendars of both Houses in Con-

g, which wonld establish a department of education on the same
sis as other major departments of the Government and start it off
with an appropriation of $100,000,000, a rtion of which wonld be
used in the too popular B50-50 process of Federal aid. Mr. TowNER,
of Towa, specializes in measures of this sort designed to bring under
Federal supervision and control various State and local prerogatives,
the temptation being & small Federal allowance to Btates appropriating
a like amount. a

When such a temptation is placed before educators of the land some
of them inevitably succumb to it under the too easy assumption that it
will tend to promote education, and in any case il suggests more
money., Toc little thought is g‘m to the possible effeet of Federal
interference upon loeal education or State supervision of it, provided
it bad any efiect at all.

A certain useful service to the cause of education may appear in the
genrral surveys and statistics that the Federal Commissioner of Educa-
tion mow publishes for the benefit of educators in the various States,
but we doubt if there is any agencfr of public welfare that should be
80 scrupulously left to the supervision and control of State and local
authorities as public-school education. Fundamentally and in its most
intimate details it must be left to local commitices while general super-
vision and ineidental support should be in the hands of the State gov-
ernment of which the loeal communities are the units. The process
can not be stretehed fortheér with profit. It is claimed by TOWXER
and other proponents of the bill that the rights of the States and com-
munities will not be interfered with, Were this to be the case, what
would be the nse of creat an expensive Federal department of equal
authority and position with other departments, with a secretary em-
titled fo n place in the Cabinet ual to that of the Secretarles of
departments actually in control of eral service as delegated in the
Constitution? Were it a proposition to inaugurate a system of purely
Federal education for certain purposes or certain classes not within the
jnrisd]i]t-tiou of the several SBtates such a proceeding might be proper
enough,

But it is not that kind of proposition. As a matter of fact, it is
& proposition to erect a Federal department for alleged educational
purposes within the States and for people within the jurisdiction ef
the States. Such a proposition has no natural relation to depart-
mental agencies that actually centrol the foreign affairs, finances,
post offices, military and naval forces, public lands, and other func-
tions of the Federnl Govornment.

If, on the other hand. It is the pnrpose to interfere with the rights
of States and local communities, the case is worse than it would be
if the Federal Government Insugurated this large expenditure for no
effective purpose whatever. It wonld probably be found that the
$100.000,000 would be multiplied as the Secretary of Hducation func-
tioned nnd increased his requests or demands. in the nature of the
case such a Federal officer would seek more and more authorlity and
interfere more and more with the State and loecal management of
schools, in so far as Btate authorities permitted It by accepting the
allowance from the Federal appropriations.

As in other schemes of this kind, one of the ideas is to transfer
money from ecertnin Btates to others. The cost of edueation in Massa-
chusetts as given ‘;Jgo the last reports is $36,614,628, or more than &
third of the ?IDO, 000 propesed as a start for the expenses of the
Department of Eduneation and the State allowances, At the best Massa-
chusetts would reeceive but a relatively small amount out of the Fed-
eral appropriations as the price of its surrender of full eontrel, while
tstmwouﬂ pay a considerable proportion of the money allowed other

tes.

From ang point of view the principle of the measure is vicious and
the best thing the members of the National Edueatlon Association
ean do for the caunse of education is to declare against it and to con-
tinue to seek their general informa and helps from such cenfer-
ences as has been assembled in Boston.

Mr. KING. DMr. President, I have here a short letter from a
distinguished lawyer of Tennessee, Mr. George N, Tillman,
which I ask may be printed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the letier was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

NAsHVILLE, TENN., April 5, 1921,
Mrs. GEORGE A. WASHINGTON,

Washington Hall, Tennessee.

DEAR Mers. WASHINGTON: In response to your inguiry as to my
position upon the Smith-Towner bill, 1 wish to say that I am decidediy
opposed to it It might be amended so as to make it ble, but
1 doubt it. It proposes an appropriation of $100,000, annually
for the purpose of maintaining a new department at Washiongton to
encourage and nassist the States in the promotion of education. It
contwins a provision that the management of public schouls shall re-
main exclusively under the State control; but this provision is mis-
leading, and if the bill should become a law I believe it would ulti-
mately result in the department virtually controlling eduoeation in
the Btates through compulsion that could be brought about by the
command of large Federal appropriations. The bill itself clearly indi-
cates that that wonld be the final outcome, for the receipt of allot-
ments from the large Federal appropriations is made dependent not
only upon equal appropristions by the Btate, but of confermity by the
State with certain requirements embodied in the bill—for instanee, the
pnumber of months to be taught, compulsory school attendance, ami
certain requirements looking toward the standardization of education.
Another reason why I am op to the bill is that it is in the line
of encouraging the people to look to Federal appropriations to relieve
a5 imagined, themselves of legitimate burdens. 'T?n? further removed
government is from the people the less responsible they feel therefor,
and people have the idea that what they get out of the Federal Goy-
ernment Is that muoch pleked up without any corresponding burden

upon themselves. In my opinion, we need no such
posed in the bill. All we need at Washington is a bureau or depart-
ment of investigation and research, whose main funetions shall be to

information and stimulate the States to the highest exertion
in eduecating all the chlldren in accordance with the best standards,
leaving it each State to tEm\?ldoa its own funds and manage ex-
clusively Its own system, I think it will prove a great misfortune to
the eountry to continue augmenting bureaucracy at Washington, with
all of its red tape and multiplication of offices.

Yours very truly,

lan as that pro-

EGrorce N. TILLMAN.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I will conclude by asking that
there likewise be printed in the Recorp a brief review of the
Smith-Towner bill by one of the ablest and most distinguished
members of the New York bar, Mr. William D. Guthrie.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows :

THE FEDERAL GOVERSMENT AND EDUCATION.
A REVIEW OF THE SMITH-TOWNER BILL,
[By Willilam D. Guthrie, of the New York bar.]

In compliance with the request of many interested in the subjeet of
education 1 have studied the provisions of the so-called Smith-Towner
bill (8. 101T and H, R. 7) entitled:

“A bill to ereate a department of education, to authorize appropria-
tions for the conduct of said department, te authorize the appropria-
tion of money ‘to encourage the SBtates in the promotion and support
of edoeation, and for other purposes.”

I have also studied the report of the joint hearings before the Com-
mittee on Bdueation and Labor of the Sixty-sixth Cuﬁimsa as well as a
nurmber of publieations discussing the above-mentioned bill and the
governmental follcy that it seeks to introduce. 'The as of the
subject which I have considered may be briefly summari: as follows :

1. Under the Constitution of the United States no power has been
delegated to Congress to regulate or control education in the several
Bintes. That subject was left within the exclusive domain and govern
mental doty and responsibility of tha several States, and Congress c
not constitutionally seek directly or indirectly to regulate or control
education in the States without violating the reserved rights of the
States and the fundamental principle of local aeli;fovemment.

2. The provisions of the Smith-Towner bill would, in mg {uﬂgment.
inevitably involve an attempt at interference in the local affairs of the
States, and the policy of so-called federalization of education once
established would lead to an agitation and demand for a constitutional
amendment in order to vest in Congress adequate and effective power
af centralized supervision and control.

3. Any such increase of Federal power and diminution of State
auwthority, responsibility, and duty would be prejudicial to the best
interests of the Nation and of the States.

4, The creation of a new executive department to be known as the
department of education, with a secretary of education as the head
thereof and as such a member of the President’s Cabinet, would bring
the subject of education into golittm. with the danger of constantly
varying educational policies and constantly pursued efforts to control
Etm m‘ltronage of the department in the interest of the political party

en In power,

b. The tendency of Federal interference and direct or indirect control
would be toward the centralization and standardigation of education,
and soeh ecntralization and standardization would in all probability
!n-ove to he pregndie]al not only to the public-echool system but to the
ndependent and satisfactory operation of existing private schools, in-
el those maintained by various religious denominatioms for the
purpose especially of securing to the yovunger children of the ecountry
the benefit of adequate religions training as well as secular edueation.

It is generally eonceded that under the Comstitution of the United
States the subject and control .of education are at present indisputably
within the exclusive domain of the States, and, indeed, many of the
advocates of Federal subsidies to the States insistently repudiate any
intention of interfering with the control of the States. ese advo-
cates may gincerely believe, as 1 have no doubt they do, that the move-
ment for Federal subsidies and interference ean be permanently limited
to financial and advisory aid, and can always be checked so as to pre-
vent any infringement upon the constitutional hts of the States.
PBut fo arcept this view would be to disregard all the lessons of prac-

tical experience.

If the Biates begin by nceepting moderate grants of Federal funds as,
for example, one enab them to increase the salaries of their public-
school teachers, and if, in order to secure Federal funds they conform
to Federal standards, they will in time come to rely upon the Federal
Government for larger and larger appropriations. This reliance will
inevitably undermine thelr in ence and sense of responsibility
and destroy the incentive of local pride and interest in the subject of
edoeation, as well as engender a feeling that the burdens of local tax-
ation and responsibility in connection with education could and should
be shifted to the Federal Government at Washington.

Federal ald without any direct or practical control and Federal
advice without any power of enforcement would undoubtedly prove un-
satisi‘sctog. and wounld inevitably create an agitation to render
federalization actually effective and Federal advice or direction prac-
tically enforeible. If the cmmtrf shonld be now persuaded to approve
the npprmmﬂau by Congress of large sums of money merely ‘“to en-
cours, + Htates in the promotion and support of education.” it
would not be many years before it would be urged that Federal aid
without control had been found to be unsatisfactory because of the
lack of adequate power of enforcement, and, therefore, that full and
effective authority should be secured by constitutional amendment.

As to the danger of standardization, what seems to me to be a fair
and accurate forecast is contained in a pamphlet issued by the American
Council on Education at Washington in connection with the proposed
Smith-Towner bill, as follows:

“The power to establish standards would unguestionably be the most
influential lpro tive of a department of education. Under the Smith-
Towner bill the Evpartmont is implicitly glven this power. Through its

ability to withhold appropriations unless State plans meet with its ap-
proval, the rtment. can establish minimom standards_ in some of
the principal fields of educationnl effort. It is this impl power to
coerce throngh shutting off suplplles that constitutes in the minds of
critics of the bill one of its principal dangers. Standards formula

ted
in the serene seclusion of Washington may be imposed without debate
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or appeal upon institutions in all parts of the United States. Noth-
ing is more likely to foster bureaucratic tendencies.”

And to this should be added the statement of the retiring Secretary
of the Interior, Franklin K. Lane, in his final report to the President
dated February 28, 1920, that * Federal control of schools would be a
curse, because the inevitable effect of Federal control is to standardize,”

ete.

Interference by Con in the matter of education would, as it
seems to me, gravely peril the future integrity, independence, and
autonomy of the States. Nothing is more essential to the tuity
of our present system of government than the Jederal principle of
Nation and State each supreme and independent within its allotted
sphere and the preservation to the States of their right te local self-
government and the actual practice of that right. ur Federal Con-
stitution contemplates and assumes the continuance of the States as
autonomous, independent, self-governing communities, and this is an
inseparable incident to the republican form of dual government in-
tended to be established by the founders of the Republic. Such a vital
principle ought not to be In any way sacrificed by the States because
of a temporary crisis or because of a desire for subsidies of Federal
funds to meet the increased cost of education. The States should be
jealous of their right to control a matter aﬂecting them so vitally and
ghould not experiment with Federal control, which under federalization
would be cenFereG in Washington and might readily develop into the
tyranny and irresponsibility of bureauneratic government.

In the recent case in which the Supreme Court of the United States
held unconstitutional and void the so-called child labor law of Con-
gress, the opinion of the court by Mr. Justice Day, among other things,
stated (247 U. S. 251, 275) :

“ The maintenance of the authority of the States over matters purely
local is as essential to the preservation of our institutions as is the
conservation of the supremacy eof the Federal power in all matters en-
trusted to the Nation by the Federal Constitution.

“In interpreting the Constitution it must never be forgotten that the
Naion Is made up of States to which are entrusted the powers of loecal
government. And to them and to the people the powers not expressly
delegated to the National Government are resem& {Lane County v.
Oregon, 7 Wall. 71, 76.) The power of the States to regulate their

urely internal affairs by such laws as seem wise to the local authority
8 “é ”erent and has never been surrendered to the General Govern-
ment.

And more than 50
case of Texas v. W
Euage :

“ The perpetuity and indissolubility of the Union by no means implies
the loss of distinet and individual existence or of the right of self-
government by the States, * * Not only, therefore, can there be
no loss of separate and mderendeut autonomy to the States through
their union under the Constitution, but it may be net uureasonatﬁy
gald that the preservation of the States and the maintenance of their
governments are so much within the design and care of the Con-
stitution as the preservation of the Union and the maintenance of the
National Government. The Constitution, in all its provisions, looks te
an indestructible Union, composed of indestructible States.”

I have cited these two decisions of the Supreme Court in order to
empliasize the fundamental and essential feature of the Federal and
dual aspeet of our natlonal political system. In doing so I have net,
of course, overlooked the recent decision of the Supreme Court in the
Prohibition cases (253 U. 8. 350), upholding the constltuﬂonal[g
of the eizhteenth amendment. Whilst it is true that the eighteen
amendment, as interpreted by Congress and enforced by the Supreme
Court, infringes upon the theretofore reserved powers of the Btates as
to their local affairs, the court did not necessarily hold—it decided
the cases without opinion—that the amendment was not wviolative
of the spirit of the Constitution and the theretofore reserved powers
of the States.

The undisclosed theory upon which the court upheld the amend-
ment may have been, and probably was, that the question of the
exercise fn ang particular case of the power of amendment under
Article V of the Constitution was of a political nature and as such
wns not the subject of judicial cognizance, just as the court had pre-
viously held that the question of whether or not a State constitution
prnvld’::d a republican form of government, as guaranteed by another
article of the Federal Constitution, was not a justiclable but a politi-
cal guestion and was to be determined conclusively by the politieal
branches of the Government. DBut it does not follow from this con-
clusion that an amendment substantially interfering with the right

ears ago Mr. Chief Justice Chase, in the famous
te (7 Wall. 700, 725), used the following lan-

of loeal self-government is not, as such, in conflict with the funda- |

mental spirit of the Constitution itself and with the theory and form
of Federal government that it originally established.

This aspect of the subject is mentioned because the existence of

ractically unlimited power of amendment should warn all patriotie
mericans, who believe in a Federal system constituted of * an in-
destractible Union composed of indestructible States,” that the Sup-
preme Court can not be looked to for redress and that the defense
and preservation of the right to loecal self-government now lie wholly
in the hands of the people, who, if they are not setive and vigilant,
may improvidently surrender or lose by default the most valuable of
the{r political rights. In criticizing the eighteenth amendment and
its inevitable tendency to beget other like amendments, Senator
Thomas, of Colorado, in a learned and eloquent address delivered
before the New York State Bar Assoelation at its annual meeting last
February, well said that “ history warns us that the first step toward
fundamental change leads inexorably to another, and imt another,
untitl dtlne great transformation is ({muly realized or wiolently pre-
vented."

If the American people now permit the appropriation by Congress
of $100,000,000 of lger!em! funds annually in aid of education in the
States, it will soon be realized that this sum is iusdeq‘uate to produce
any substantial results, and the next step will be to increase the ap-

ropriation. In a few years it will be appreciated that Federal inter-

gerence. which they have been &ermitting and seeking indirectly to
bring about, ecan after all only accomplished effectively by a con-
stitutional amendment, Accustomed by that time to the l:iea of Fed-
eral regulation, anxious as some of the poorer States will be to be
relieved of the burden and responsibility of education, misled by the
clamor of ardent or fanatical propagandists, and blind or indifferent
to ttl;gafrent prineiple and duty of preserving to the States their right
to 1 selt-Fovernment, the proposed amendment might be brought
about as egsily and as speedily as the eighteenth amendment.

The most serious aspect of the situation is that the doctrine of the
rule of the majority no longer necessarily controls upon the question
of the amendment of the Federal Constitution. States representing a

minority of the citizenship of the Nation can amend th

e Constitation in
a]m; respect they see fit, and mo matter how oppressive or how prejudi-
clal may be any such amendment in its practical operation or enforce-

E?nt. a very small minority can prevent its repeal although the best
k erests of the country at large may then demand such repeal. We
bnv;!hcreated $0 many new States that now, under the figures disclosed

y tde recent census, a group of 36 States could be combined which
Wwould represent only 45 per cent of the population, whilst 13 States
gouldd together have a total population of only 5 per cent of the whole.

tiated in other words, the Constitution of the United States can now be
:lx:aended lb.‘F the votes of State legislatures representing a minority of

? people of the United States. and State legislatures representing
on 4 5 per cent of the pecple can prevent any repeal or change.

; ]18 of paramount importance that the American people should
eo]ari realize the fact that under the decision of the Supreme Court
upholding the eighteenth amendment, there is, perhaps, no State func-
tion that can not be taken over by the Federal Government under the
power to amend the Federal Constitution, and that the only protection
lies in patriotic and vigilant puble opinion. If these guestions involv-
ing the perpetunity of local self-government and the right of each State
to regulate education within its own borders be submitted to the people
w{}ih adequate explanation and full discussion of the merits, the verdict
will probably be a wise and just one. All parties and all religions are
1!1!:9 interested and concerned in preserving our institutions. The
i Amerlcans. who ndersiand (he FeiL i il maves b e

4 @ 1 e real issue, will never
the heritage of loecal self-government simpl e o ey

to secure a few millions of
Federal funds in aid of education. Nor wfll they abdicate their doties
and responsibilities to their children and the cgildren of their neigh-

bors. They will not vote, as I confidently believe, to transfer the education
of their children, a matter of as vital concern to them as their religion,
to a bureaucracy functioning in Washington and controlled, it may
possibly be, by obscure and irresponsible politicians. I have no appre-
hension as to the result, if those who believe in our present form of
republican government will unite and defend their right to local self-
government and not allow this great and vital issue %o 0 by default.

I'n studying the recent publications upon the subject of education, I

ave been profoundly Imgeased by the seneml and emphatic temgnitfon
on the part of Catholie, Protestant, and Jewish organizations that sys-
tematic religions training should be regarded as ndispensable in the
education of our children, and thar many of those who are now attend-
ing the public schools are not receiving proper religious instruction.
The most complete vindieation of the Catholic doctrine as to the neces.
sity of religious training for school children has recently come from
the thirty-odd Protestant denominations which were united in what
was called the “ Interchurch World Movement of North America,” and
in support of which an exhaustive survey was published.

This publication apparently favored the enactment of the Smith-
Towner bill, hu't. among other pertinent observations on education, it
declared that * the survey shows how ntterlrv inadequate are the re-
ligious agencies and forces at work,” that “America’'s greatest peril
lies in the spiritual neglect of childhood,” that there are “ 27,000,000
Protestant children and youth under 25 years of age who are not
enro_!]ed in any Sunday school or other institution for religlous train-
ing,” and who are “without any definite or systematic training in
religion,” that this defect * constitutes the greatest peril in our na-
tional life,” that * u_alis iz the seed ]plot of immorality, crime, social
unrest, and anarchy,” that * one-half hour a week of religions in-
struction is utterly inadeguate,” that * unless this fundamental need
of rellgioﬂus education be met, the solutiom of the present situation is
ho lg,ss. that “ a religions education should be the heritage of every
child, "timt “ gpiritual illiteracy is the S-eatest peril of organized
noclet):.. and “is the forerumner of moral bankruptey and national
decay,” that “the chorch must find a way to reach the children and
‘tlo account for them systematically from 1nfanc{ to maturity,” that

the national public-school system must be supplemented by a unified
program of religious education which will wrantee the gpiritual
homogeneity of our democracy,” and that “unless sach a program of
religious education can be created, there is great danger that a system
of 'fub}.ic gchools will become nationalistic and materialistic in theory
and practice, and the direction of soclal development will be deter-
mined by the secular state rather than by the spiritual forces repre-
sented by the church.”

Similarly, the Jews are fully realizing that many of the existing
schools have failed in the essential need of religlous education, Af the
commencement exercises of the Jewish Theological Seminary of Amer-
fca and Teachers’ Institute, held last spring, the distinguished chair-
man of the board of directors is reported to have stated that of the
800,000 Jewish children in the city of New York “mnot 15 per cent of
them received the proper religions education,” and to have charaec-
terized as shameful the manner in which religion was being neglected
by the Jews in the training of their children.

In conclusion I venture to point out that the matter of the Smith-
Towner bill now pending before Congress is urgent, and that its con-
sideration can not be delayed. Many active and zealous propagan-
dists are agitarin% for the nationalization of edueation under the
provisions ‘of this bill, and hundreds of or izations througheut the
country are said to have indorsed it and to have urged its passage.
Such a measure, if once passed, will, as it seems to me, become the
opening wedge; it will probably be found to be inadeguate; there
will be constant reaching out for more and more power in the mat-
ter of education, and there will themn be started a movement for
a constitutional amendment so as to render Federal interference
and control adequate and enable the proposed new Department of
Education effectively to regulate and control education through-
out the whole country. Beginning with the present proposed yearly
appropriation of $100,000,000, the tendency will, in my judgment,
be irresistible to increase the appropriation, and then to insist that
lar Federal aEPrnpﬂations should be coupled with adequate Fed-
eral control. This in final analysis must spell the complete national-
fzation of education.

I am profoundly convinced that the tendency of the Smith-Towner
bill, if enacted, would he distinetly prejudicial to the permanent and
best interests .of the Nation, as well as of the States, that the sub]ject
of education should be left within the execlusive control, responsibility,
and duty of the =everal States under long-established and sound prin-
ciples of local self-government, and that unless the present Federal
centralizing tendencies be checked, our dual form of government can
pot long endure.

In this most critical Eerlod of cur history every American is called
upon, so far as lies in his power and to the utmost of his ability. to
strive for a revival of reverence for American institutions as estab-




1922.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. -

10553

lished by the founders, and to inculeate, as the clear duty of National

and Stayte patriotism, a St‘i?el}if“tl detl;r'mination to resm{ the Impair-
tion of our eral system.

ment or destruction ¥y TR =

New Yorr, December 27, 1920,
THE COTTON INDUSTRY.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, as we are discussing the two
great commodities out of which the clothing of the world is
made, I think it is an appropriate time to put into the REcorp
an editorial which appears in one of my State papers, the News
and Courier, of Charleston, S. C.

I do not believe the people of this country have even an
approximation of the impending disaster, not only to America
but to the world, in its supply of cotton. When it is taken into
consideration that in the year 1921 there was practically the
same acreage planted that there had been for perhaps the last
8 or 10 years and that our production dropped from the maxi-
mum, in 1914, of sixteen-odd million bales of cotton to 7,900,000
in 1921, it will be realized that that was not an accident of
the seasons of cultivation; it was a result of the ravages of the
pest to which I had reference yesterday when I called atten-
tion to white arsenic, ont of which caleium arsenate is made.

I have never predicted the size of a cotton crop, but it is my
opinion that the present crop will not very greatly exceed the
erop of last year.

At the peak of the stress, in 1919, the American mills con-
sumed of American cotton approximately 7,000,000 bales. Up
until 1914 the exports of American cotton ranged from seven to
ten million bales. The United Kingdom consumed around
4,000,000 bales of American cotton, Germany about 2,000,000,
France about 1,000,000, the other European States taking up
whatever balance there was, if any. The textile industry of
England, which is her largest single investment, is dependent
entirely, practically speaking, upon the supply of American
cotton.

There has been no Government aid in any shape or form to
the struggling people who have raised this wonderfut fiber for
the clothing of the nations. On the contrary, they have been
the victims of every exploiting form of greed. They have been
the vietims of the fertilizer people, and when I say vietims I
mean they were helpless, and had to purchase fertilizer at the
prices charged. They were the victims of the grocer, the dry-
goods man, the speculator, and the buyer. Everything moving
along the line of least resistance, the cotton raiser being the
producer of one of the prime necessities of the human family,
of course was an easy mark. We are busily engaged here
to-day with the best brain of the country protecting those
who convert the raw material into the finished article and
are taking no concern or care of the source of the raw material
which makes the manufacture of the finished article possible.

I predict that unless there be some relief found in the
course of three or four years the South Atlantic States, as dis-
tinguished from the Gulf States, will cease entirely producing
cotton. With the additional cost of from $15 to $20 an acre to
fight this pest, with the ordinary cost for the artificial fertiliza-
tion necessary and the enhanced price for labor, with the yield
problematical as to whether it will be one-fourth of a erop er
none at all, merchants ean not afford to take a chance, the
banker will not take a chance, and the laborer can not afford
to take a chance.

These are the conditions that confront ns. The rates of re-
discount in our banks and the rates of primary discount are
the same as though the crop was running along under normal
conditions. 1In the States of North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia cotton is the medium of exchange.

I do not know what word I might say; I do not know if it is
worth while to try to arouse the attention of the American peo-
ple. If the sufferings of 15,000,000 to 20,000,000 people during
the past two years can not reach them, my voice can not.

The editorial to which I desire to call attention corroborates
what I have said and gives a very good picture of the condi-
tions on the part of England, which is the leading nation of
the earth outside of the United States in the conversion of
cotton into the finished article, and her attempts to duplicate
the supply from her own domain. Before reading the article,
I ask permission to have such paris as I shall read printed
in 8-point type.

The PRESIDING OFTFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SMITH. I now read the editorial from the Charleston
(8. C.) News and Courier of July 21, 1922:

FUTURE OF THE COTTON BUPPLY.

“The shareholders of the British Cotton Growing Association
held their seventeenth annual meeting in Manchester on July
4, and Lord Derby, who presided, reviewed the work of the

assoclation during the past year. Started with the purpose of
developing, if possible, supplies of raw cotton within the British
Empire, a new impulse has been given to the work of the asso-
ciation by reason of the lively fears now entertained hy British
spinners that the ravages of the boll weevil in America will
Soon result in a cotton famine which will leave a good per-
centage of Lancashire spindles idle. ;

“ Satisfaction was expressed by Lord Derby with the accom-
plishments of the British Cotton Growing Association. the
efforts of which, since the association began operations in 1903,
had produced, he said, approximately 1,070,000 bales of cotton,
Last year a crop of 165,100 bales was produced as compared
with 105,800 bales in 1920. Much of this cotton appears to
be of a most inferior quality. A good deal of it was produced
last year at a loss to the association. In Nigeria the association
had guaranteed the native grower a fixed price for his cotton.
In the past 20,000 bales had been the largest crop produced
in Nigeria, but in 1921 the association found itself with a crop
of 31,000 bales dumped-on its hands, involving an actual loss
under the guaranty of about 113,000 pounds,

“In Uganda last year the crop amounted to over 81,300 bales
and the growers experienced considerable difficulty in disposing
of the cotton. Nyasaland produced a crop in 1921 of 4,637 bales,
showing a disturbing variation in qualities, and the quality of
the 2,000 bales produced in South Africa was also far from
satisfactory. Political conditions have retarded progress in
cotton growing in Mesopotamia, it was stated, and in Tan-
ganyé(l;a, the late German colony of East Africa, 350 bales were

“The association is looking somewhat hopefully now to Aus-
tralia. There, in Queensland, the association has guaranteed
a selling price of 1 shilling 6 pence per pound for all first-
class quality lint grown from approved types of long-staple
seed, the guaranty to extend over a period of five years, with a
maximum loss to the association of 10,000 pounds. Queens-
land produced last year 1,256 bales under this guaranty, and
this season about 20,000 acres is understood to have been
planted, from which a crop of approximately 8,000 bales is ex-
pected. Considerable difficulties will have to be overcome, how-
ever, to make cotton growing in Australia a success.”

I have read this much to show that with all the resources
of the United Kingdom, with the vast amount of her capital
invested in cotton spinning, she has been unable to produce any
cotton within her domain anywhere that will fulfill the qualities
of the American cotton. Therefore, were the American cotton
to fail, the British spindles would stop and the British Empire
be bankrupt.

The editorial continues: i

“In spite of large subsidies and other encouragements not
very much headway would seem to have been made in discov-
ering a region which is likely ever to rival the cotton-growing
States of America as a cotton-producing country. Figures re-
cently tabulated by the National City Bank of New York show
that from 1881 to 1885 the United States produced 63.6 per cent
of all the cotton grown throunghout the world. Only in 1919
has the United States failed to produce 50 per cent or over of
the total cotton grown, and in that year it produced 49.6 per
cent. The world's cotton production has remained about sta-
tionary since 1906. The average between 1906 and 1910 was
20,956,000 bales., The largest crop produced since 1910 was in
1914, a world total of 26,022,000 bales, and the United States
produced in that year 16,135,000 bales, or 62 per cent of the
total.

“The fact is that with the ravages of the boll weevil un-
checked the world is heading steadily toward a cotton famine,
which would have arrived before now if it had not been for
the war, which upset consumption. The Manufacturers’ Record
is absolutely right when it says that upon the South’s ability
to supply cotton ‘rests the future of the textile industry and
allied trades and the millions dependent on them. The only
way a cotton famine can be averted, if the boll weevil keeps
up its destructive work, is to stabilize the price of cotton at a
figure which will make it possible for the southern grower to
maintain production in spite of the weevil.”

I was anxious to reproduce this article from one of my home
papers in corroboration of what I had said heretofore,

In conclusion I desire to say that the fluetuations of the mar-
ket—right now at the present market level—are a fine illus-
tration of the fact that the producers of cotton in the South are
absolutely at the mercy of the prices dictated from abroad and
at home.

Every man familiar with cotton growing in the South knows
that at 40 or 50 cents a pound to-day there would searcely be
a profit in view of the amount produced. Yet the market is
fluctuating around 21 or 22 cents a pound to-day, which will not
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cover the actual cost of producing the cotton, to say nothing of
showing a profit and meeting the necessary expense incurred
in ordinary farming.

We are busy here piling up artificial legislation to take care
of those who, by their resources and their organizations, can
take care of themselves, and yet mot one word spoken mor an
hour spent in devising means to aid the great mass of the
American people who are producing the raw material out of
which these vast industries must find their possibility of ex-
istence. We have organized perhaps the finest commereial
banking system in the world, and yet absolutely agricultural
America is without a successful banking organization that will
meet the particular needs of the poor devils in the field. Every
man recegnizes that we can not combine successfully the quick
convertible assets necessary for commercial banking with the
long-time turnover of agriculture, and yet we have left agricul-
ture to be the viectim of a system which can not extend him
adequate financial assistance.

1 am giad to say that there are organizing throughout the
cotton-growing States cooperative selling agencies whereby the
poor beleaguered producers of the raw material will combine
their ageregate of 7,000,000 or 8,000,000 bales of cotton, finanee
it as best they may, and mutually combine in order to protect
themselves : and yet that should not be necessary in a govern-
ment sueh as ours. We ought long before'this to have provided
an ample banking arrangement to meet the necessities of the
agricultural interests of the country, and amongst them the cot-
ton grower. 1 believe that we are face to face as to the supply
of raw material with the worst condition that the world ever
saw. According to statistics furnished us by the department,
we shall arrive at the 1st of August, according to their figures,
with gbout 1,000000 bales of carry-over from all the crops
which preceded. If the crop this year should not exceed
9.000,000 bales, we will have a supply of American cotton of
10,000,000 bales, with the normal world consumption of from
14,000,000 to 15,000,000 bales.

Mr, DIAL. Of American cotton.

Mr. SMITH. Yes: of American cotton. The consequence
will be that the spindles of this country and the spindles of
Kurope, or part of both, will have to lie idle until another crop
is made: and yet in the face of that faet cotton is selling ‘to-
day at the rate for which it should sell were the conditions
normal and the supply normal,

These are the facts which 1 desire to bring before the Senate
at this time in order to show that the raw material out of which
the manufacturers are to produce their goods is absolutely with-
out help and selling at a price that is a disgrace to America,
and yet we are busying ourselves, using all the force within
our power, to accumulate and pile up the expenses upon the
shoulders of those who are so defenseless and helpless.

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, we read in history that during
the days of the colonies they raised cotton as far north as New
Jersey. In fact, history tells us the colonies in Pennsylvania
raised enough to supply their local demands. The cultivation
of cotton extended on down the coast. 1 have wondered often
why it was that those people quit raising cotton in New Jersey,
T'ennsylvania, Maryland, and practically ‘in Virginia. I pre-
sunie it was because it was not profitable. If the present signs
indicate anything, the practice of raising cofton will be dis-
continued more and more in the South.

While we are on the subject and for the information of the
Senate, T wish to have printed in the Recorp as a part of my
remarks a report of the National Agricultural Conference, held
January 23-27 of this year, beginning on page 150 and running
down to page 153 thereof.

& 'g:;. PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so or-
ered.

Mr. DIAL. I wish to take just a moment of the time of the
Senate to call attention to a statement on page 152, where, after
ga:?gj into details of the cost of production of cotton, it Is
5 5

The balance of $182.50 represents labor for the enfire
wife, and two children, which is 61 cents per day of 8
3065-day basis—

That includes Sundays also—
thifives a total revenue of 10 cents per day for each member of the
tenant's family of four.

During the debates we have heard a great deal of the pauper
labor of other countries. If that is not pauper pay it would
be hard for me to understand wbhat is. There is some very
illuminating discussion in the report to which T have referred.

We are making efforts to improve the condition of the coiton
grower. It is absolutely necessary to the existence of the pro-
«duction of this commodity that we arrive at some rtadical
change. 1 am very much in hopes that during this session the

ear for mam,
days. Ona

Members of the Senate will see the importance of some action
and that we will pass some legislation along this line., T have
a matter pending which I think goes to the vitals of the propo-
sition. 1 shall ask of the Senate =erious consideration of that
proposition, which I think will do as much or more fhan any
other one thing that could possibly be done to relieve the de-
plorable condition of this great industry.

APPBNDIX,

REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE GA ON COSTS, PRICES, AND READJUSTMENTS IN
THE COTTON BELT.

to varying conditions in different parts of the Cotton Belt, and
especlally to factors of boll-weevil infestation, land fertility, and the
use of fertilizwers, the cost of production of cotton waries so tre-
mendously that it is impossible to discuss it adequately in a brief com-
mittee report.  Your cominittee, however, believes that it wounld be
helpful to discuss some of the conditions found in cotton production at
resent in order that the Nation and world may understand the extent
n which this industry is threatened by present conditions,

The crop of 1920 was at a higher production cost than any
previons crop and the prices received for it were admittedly far be-
low the cost of production, The crop of 1921 was made at a some-
what lower production eost, but turned out only about two-thirds ef
a recent average production, and prices have again been much below
the cost of produetion. Two years of such comditions have destroyed
a large part of the capital invested in cotton production, have faced
a large proportion of the landowners, merchants, and fertilizer com-
panies with bankruptey, and have left a large proportion of the hanks
in & position where, but for the support of the Federal reserve system
the War Finance Corporation, and other outside capital, they would
be unable to function. The bholl weevil is now present in every pro-
dueing State of the Cotton Belt except Missouri and Virginia, and
has covered fully seven-eightbs of the acreage devoled to coltou.
During the st year its ravages (while not exclusively responsible
for the small crop) greatly reduced the production In every large
producing State except North Carolina.

The outlook for production the coming year is not good. The
South has thus far experienced a winter almost as warm as last, a
condition mest favorable to the hibernating weevil. A large gmrpor-
tion of the farmers not only lack the funds or credit with which to
procure fertilizers and labor but are discouraged at the outlook for
production and prices.

It may be-helpful at this point to give a typical illustration of the
ontleck for landowner and tenant, t us take a 30-acre farm unit,
valued at £1.500 and including 25 acres of cleared land. This is occu-

jed by a tenant farmer who furnishes all the implements and labor,

Owin,

nelud mule power, and recelves half the cotton and all the grain
erop for his services. The landlord’s account will appear about as
follows :
Landlord’s account:
Debit—
Taxes _ = - $25.00
interest and depreciation 150, 00
Fertilizer for cotton- - 90.00
tton meed . __—__ i 10. 00
Half of cost of ginning and baling 12.50
pervision 100. 00
Total 387. 60
===
it—
One-half of 5 bales of cotton, at 16 cents a pound____ 200.00
23 tons cotton seed, at $30 75. 00
Total e 275.00
—_——
Landlord’s loss 112. 50
Tenant's account :
= Debit— s
I Al o B e A e e L1
Depreciation and interest on ) | S S R, 25. 00
TP X OB e e e e e e e 5. 00
Fertilizer for 10 acres corn and grain, at $3_________ 30. 00
Depreciation and repairs, implements___ 10, 00
Hall’r of cost of ginning and baling 12. 50
Total 1567. 50
p=nl
edit—
One-half of 5 bales of cotton,-at 16 cents a pound___ 200. 00
25 bushels of €0rN - o cmm e 50, 00
100 hushels of oats 50. 00
2 tons of hay 40. 00
Motal e e e e e e 340. 00
—_—
Return recelved by tenant = 182,50

The balance of $182.50 represents labor for the entlre year for man,
wife. and two children, which is 61 cents per day for 300 days. On
a4 360-day basis this gives a total revenue of 10 cents per day for
each member of the tenant’s family of four. That these figures are
pot overdrawn can be readily ‘proven by reference to th:ﬂﬁlmducﬂqn
statistics of the Department of Agrienlture which are r ly avail-
able. The Census bureau reports 1,800,000 farms producing cotton
in 1919. This for the erop of 1921 would give 4% bules per farm.
Assuming only one family per farm (a totally unwarranted econclusion)
this would give each share-cropping farmer 2% bales, or a revenue of

170 from cotton.
$ “‘hnto wonld the cost of production of farm products be if farm
labor were allowed a wage commensurate to that received by the coal
miner, the railrond worker, the brick mason, or the factory operative?
Your commitiee has mot the dnta utmn which to base this éalculation,
but states without fear of contradietion that no price received, even
at the peak prieces, will give the actual producer of farm products a
wage comparable in any way with that normally received by all classes
of union labor and even by most classes of farm labor elsewhere in the
United States.
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The boll weevil having practieally covered the Cotton Belt, and the
pink bollworm having been discovered at various points in the western
part of the belt, the future hazards ino-cotton produection are greater
than ever before. A high production ean be kept up only by a much
higher range of prices than those prevailing in the past. Those in
close touch with the cotton sitnation have mo fear that the recent over-

roduetion—or rather underconsumption due to world ¥ovuty caused
yy war—will continue, but rather are they concerned as to how to keep
the cotton industry producing in sufficient volume to maintain a pros-
perous and well-balanced southern agriculture. It is true that present
conditions, ecaused by a temporary underconsumption, have caused a
most serious situation, and this sitvation must be met by a decreased
acreage for 1922 and by financial measures to prevent dumping of the
temporary surplus upon the market until demand overtakes supply.

Diversification of erops and the production of ample—but not ex-
cesgive—supplies of foodstuffs and live stock should be enmrsged in
the Cotton Belt by every agency interested in the industry. uch a

olicy, while vital in the present emergency, is desirable at all t'h:m:l:i
or a normal acreage of cotton can not be planted, cultivated, an

promptly gathered under boll-weevil conditions. The cost of cotton
production ecan, to a certain extent, be reduced and the yields in-
creased hy educating the farmers of the belt in the proper use of fer-
tilizers, the value of seed breeding, and the use of well-bred varieties of
uniform staple and good character, and also by giving the farmers access
to full information as to the best methods of farm management and
diversification. This can best be accomplished by greatly increasing the
scope of the extension service of the cotton States and according it

ample suPpor -

Xttent on is called to the growth of cooperative marketing in the
cotton industry and the economic saving'therefrom. We indorse the
continuance and expansion of this movement and the action of the
War Finance Corporation in supporting these organizations. We
recommend that this corporation be continued until other measures
to furnish adequate financial support be devised and put into opera-

m.

on.

Especial attention is called to the problem of the pink bollworm,
and your commiftee recommends that the Department of Agriculture
continue its investigations of the situation created by the invasion of
this new pest, determine whether it is possible to eliminate or control
it, and immediately go to Congress for the necessary appropriation,
however large, for complete elimination or effective control. We
make the same recommendation with reference to the boll weevil.
The history of the pink bollworm in Egypt and in Mexico indicates
that should it become firmly established in this eauntr{h with its
ravages added to those of the boll weevil, it is unlike at cotton
production ean be profitably continued at any prices which the world
may be willing or able to pay for the product.

High transportation charges add to the cost of production of cotton
just as they do to the cost of production of every other cammgdit‘y,.
and the cotton grower feels that the earliest possible steps
be taken to reduce this burden, and we protest any increase in rates
through any proposed readjustment of rates.

Your committee would like to call your attention to the fact that
a very high return for labor in the railroad, coal mining, building
trades, and other industries has a very definite effect in the cost of

roduction for cotton and is a factor In keeping wages and returns
g1 the cofton industry at the present scandalously low level.

It would also call attention to the fact that the ﬁ;':at cotton-pro-
ducing industry, except in minor sections, can not helped by a
tariff. The tariff on cottonseed oil has, according to the best opinion
of many students of that industry, been harmful rather than helpful
to the producer. A tariff, when laid upon a product which must be
purchased by the cotton producer, adds to his cost of production and
reduces the return npon his labor and investment. A particular case
in point will be the tariff on potash salts, a commodity which is indis-
pensable to the production of cotton over large areas.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to say a few words
in line with what the senior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr, SmrTH] has said, and also what has been said by the
Junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr, Diar]. A very seri-
ous situation confronts the cotton producers of the United
States. The coiton crop being produced this year will be the
third crop in sueccession which will be sold below the cost of
production. No man will or should continue in business if
that businesg is a failure. Thousands of farmers have been
compelled to guit trying to produce cotton; thousands of them
this year were unable to make the financial arrangements to
produce a cotton crop. Cotton, as the senior Senator from
South Carolina has said, is now selling below the cost of pro-
duction. That ought not to be, Mr. President, and there is a
way to prevent such a condition. ;

Our farmers and merchants have tried to borrow money to
hold their cotton until it would bring the cost of production
plus a profit, but word has gone down the line from the Federal
Reserve Board not to lend money in order to hold that cotton.
‘What is the farmer to do and what is the merchant to do and
what is the local banker to do? What can the loecal banker do
when he can not get aid from the great Federal reserve bank-
ing system to help the producer earry his cotton until the busi-
ness of producing cotton is made profitable? Yet, Mr. President,
in the face of the fact that we are confronted with a cotton
famine, in the face of the fact that the farmer is now selling
his cotton below the cost of production and can not obtain
money with which to hold his cotton for a price that will yield
a profit, the banking interests of the East, and of Wall Street
particularly, are moving heaven and earth to keep this condi-
tion hanging over the cotton producers of the South. They are
asking the President to reappoint the present governor of the
Federal Reserve Board, who has conducted this desperate, dras-
tie, and murderous deflation policy. Some people are saying

every now and then that the President will reappoint the pres-
ent governor of the Federal Reserve Board; we hear, on the
other hand, that he will not do so. I have good assurances
from a certain source that he will not, and I am hoping and
praying that he will not. :

Mr. President, the present condition ought not to be permitted
to continue any longer. If I were President and the governor
of the Federal Reserve Board continued to serve the stock
gamblers of the East with the money supply of the country
and to withhold it from the farmers and merchants and bankers
of the South and West, I would remove him instanter. He
ought not to be permitted to serve another day in his present
capacity. No one has a right to hold at the head of that great
banking system such a governing power as we have at its head
to-day. No one has the right to administer that banking system
so that it will deny to the producers of cotton in the United
States a profit upon their labor and investment. It is wrong;
it ought not to be permitted.

The country is in a state of dire distress, not only amongst
the farming clasg, but there is also industrial distress. There is
more unrest and discontent in the country to-day than there has
been in many years, but there is not anything in the financial
world which the President could do that would so quickly re-
store confidence generally amongst the masses as to take from
the head of the great Federal reserve banking system the deadly
and dangerous power that now presides over it in the person of
Governor Harding.

I shall not consume any more time of the Senate, Mr. Presi-
dent. I do not wish to interfere with the discussion of the
pending tariff bill, but the senior Senator from South Carolina
has put his finger upon a very important and serious matter, a
matter that involves the welfare of millions of people in the
cotton-producing section and of millions of people in the United
States who are dependent upon cotton goods and also of people
in other sections of the world.

If a cotton famine should develop millions of people will
suffer for the wearing apparel which is made 6f ecotton; mil-
lions of people who are employed in the spinning industry will
be thrown out of employment. While Senators are here plan-
ning and pulling to heap up profits for a few men by the use
of the taxing power, employing legislative enactment to take
away millions of dollars from unwilling people by processes of
law and to put them into the pockets of a few manufacturing
magnates, I appeal for simple justice to the great army of
cotton producers in the United States who are to-day selling
their produce below the cost of production and are conse-
quently eking out a miserable existence.

PETITION.

Mr. WILLIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of San-
dusky, Ohio, praying for the passage of a protective tariff act
based upon American valuations, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance, and the body of the petition was or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

To our honorable representatives in the United States Congress, Sen-
ators and Representatives:

We, the undersigned residents of the city of Sandusky, Ohio, de-
pendent upon the industrial prosperity of our community and inter-
ested in its development, respectfully urge that a permanent tarift
bill be enacted that will protect American products and American
workmen, and that the administrative basis of the bill for the assess-
ing of ad wvalorem duties be American valuation, substantially in
accord with the Fordney bill, as reported by the Ways and Means
Committee of the United States Congress.

RETIREMENT OF NAVAL BESERVE FORCE OFFICERS.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE introduced a bill (8. 3861) to provide
for the retirement of certain officers of the Naval Reserve
Foree on account of physieal disability, and for other purposes,
which was read twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

THE L. 0. PARKER PLAN RELATIVE TO JUVENILE CRIME.

Mr, JONES of Washington submitted the following resolu-
tion (8. Res. 323), which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor:

Resolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor of the Sen-
ate be, and it iz hereby, authorized, by subcommittee or otherwise, to
investigate the plan of L. C. Parker, of Beattle, State of Washington
for the reduction and elimination of juvenile crimes in the Unit
States, and to recommend to Congress what, If anything, the Govern-
ment of the United States should do concerning such plan and what,
if any, arrangement should be made with L, C. Parker in connection
therewith.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regn-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have some
reluctance in attempting to discuss the wool schedule. T have
not had the experience or the deep, keen, personal interest that
some of the Senators on this floor possess who in the course
of debate to-day have referred with a good deal of pride to the
fact that they were manufacturers of wool or were wool-
growers. Therefore I ecan not speak with the knowledge or
the self-interest of the wool manufacturer, and neither can I
speak with the knowledge or the self-interest of the woolgrower.
Fortunately, however, there has been prepared by disinterested
organizations which have been created by the Goevernment
" information of an unprejudiced character which gives the

story of this industry and provides all the available facts

necessary to discuss the wool tariff question from the stand-
point of one who is not personally interested but is striving to
determine the public interest and welfare,

Hardly a word has been said during this day’s debate abhout |

the great army of consumers in this country upon whom the
rates in this schedule will bear more heavily than will the
rates in any other schedule in this tariff bill. Hardly a word
has been said for the people of America who must wear woolen
clothing in: order to protect themselves against the cold and
gevere climate of our country. Hardly a word has been said
for the people of America who must have wool, just as the
people of my State are clamoring now for coal, realizing the
approach of a great coal famine because of the strike in prog-
resg in the coal mines of this country. Has the consumer no
rights? Has the consumer no right to stand here and to ask
the only questien which is in issue in the first two paragraphs
of this schedule, namely, Is this rate of 33 cents on wool fair?
Is it a just rate? Is it an honest burden to place upon the
backs of the American people? Is it a tax that can be justified
in the light of all awvailable information?

The manufacturer is silent; he has been made voiceless; but
if he could speak we know he would denounce the rate upon raw
wool as an injury to him, as an injury to his business, as an
injury to the growth and development of the wool-manufactur-
ing industry of the United States. He has been silenced by the
compensatory and protective duties levied in this bill upon wool
manufactures, which are also excessively high.

Mr. President, I am going to. conflne: what I have to say at
this time: strictly to the first two paragraphs. The wool sched-
ule contains many pamgraghﬂ. each of which will provoke much
discussion. The duties, compensatory and protective; levied
upon tops, yarns. dress goods, woolen cloths, blankets, and knit
fabrics all involve serious questions and somewhat different
principles than are involved in the first twe paragraphs—the one
fixing a duty upon carpet wool, and the other paragraph fixing a
duty npon raw wool used in clothing. What I have torsay at
this time is to relate to the first two paragraphs, and more par-
ticularly to the duty attempted to be levied upon wool clothing
than that upon wool for carpeting, because I do not think there
is very serious difference between this side of the Chamber and
the other as to that paragraph. It permits the importation of
carpet wool free of duty unless that wool is used for the making
of clothes; but it is a singular thing, it is a significant thing, it
is an indictment of the policy pursued by the drafters of this
bill that in the very same paragraph where they admit free of
duty the raw material out of which is made the carpet upon
which people walk they impese a duty upon the very same raw
material when converted into clothing which poer people must
wear upon their backs, for only the poorest of the poor wear
carpet wool in their clothes,

1 shall not at this tiine, either, discuss, except incidentally,
the cost to the manufacturer and then to the consumer because
of the high duty levied upon raw wool. At a later time, in the
discussion of this schedule, I shall address the Senate at some
length about the cost to the American people of this excessively
high duty vpon raw wool, and I shall prove that it constitutes
a burden upon the American people greater than they have ever
before been obliged to assume.

Mr. President, the duty of 33 cents levied on wool for clothing
in paragraph 1102 is the highest duty ever levied on raw wool
under any tariff law. The duty in the Senate bill is a specific
duty upon the grease basis, graduated upward at each deeline
of 3 per cent in the shrinkage. It is equivalent in each instance
to approximately 33 cents per clean pound.

The House text provides for a specific duty of 25 cents per
pound on the clean content, with a maximum ad valorem limita-
tion of 35 per cent, which is the first time that the clean content
of wool has been made the basis for levying a duty on wool. It
is to be observed, therefore, at the very outset that the Senate
duty is an increase over the House rate of at least 83 per cent,
or even more whenever the maximum ad valorem provision in

‘going to say, but he will please notice my words.

the: House bill is operative, for it is clear that this proviso
wonld, under certain conditions, have made the duty actually
levied less than 25 cents per pound. This proviso was to the
Senate committee one of the objectionable features of the House
text, and was eliminated through the insistence of the agricul-
tural tariff bloc.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know what the S»lenator is

am not
talking about the wool that has been produced in this country.
The duty levied in this law is a duty on importations and not
necessarily a subsidy or a bonus or a gift to the woolgrowers
of this country.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-

‘chusetts yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I do.
Mr. SMOOT. It was not to the wool producer in the past,
but the manufacturer got his all right; and he took good care

(that he did get it, too.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I was astonished to hear the
Senator confess in this Chamber that he voted in the
Payne-Aldrich bill for duties in behalf of the manufacturers

~of this country that he denounced here to-day in sironger terms

than I could possibly denounce them, and yet he stood here and
said, “ I voted for that bill as a manufacturer and as a Senator

‘of the United States.”

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I qualified that statement by
saying that there were no goods that came in such as I de-
scribed, with the exception of the sample blankets that were
brought in here—I think a dozen pair—in that year; but I
pointed to the faet that it was true under the Payne-Aldrich bill
that if those goods did come in and were used in that way
there would be 485 per cent duty upon them, and that provision
is out of this bill.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, My remark was provoked
by the remark of the Senator that the manufacturers * got
theirs,” and they did get it. They got more than they ought to.
One of the scandals of our national legislation iz what the
manufacturers got in the Payne:Aldrich bill, of which we will
hear a good deal during this debate; but what I comment upon
is' the' Senator’s: denunciation of that law, and his statement
that He voted for it

Mr., SMOOT. Or, in other words, there will be a profit be-
tween the wool itself and the time it gets into the cloth and is
sold of 300 per cent on that 33 cents. That is what this state-
ment says. -

Mr; WALSH of Massachusetts; A profit of about 300 per
cent. I am not going to defend the manufacturing interests.
I am going to join with the Senator, and. I am going to give him
an opportunity, by his votes and by arguments produced lere, to
drive down some of the protective duties levied in this bill in
favor of the manufacturers,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, all that I wanted to call at-
tention to particularly was the statement just made by the Sen-
ator as to this 33 per cent duty costing the wool-manufactur-
ing industry $72,000,000. I say it will not be $72,000,000; but
even on that statement of $72,000,000, the Senator says it will
amount to $200,000,000 when it gets into the cloth, There is
nearly 800 per cent, and somebody is going to account for it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why do we net find some
way to check that 300 per cent instead of levying a duty which
will help this industry and the woolgrowers to get more

rofits?

. Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I do not say that that will be
the fact. I claim that it will not be a fact, although the very
men who make the gtatement are the very men who hope to
have in the end that 800 per cent; but they will never get it
under this bill.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what is the
sitnation in this country that justifies now, to-day, the imposi~
tion of the highest rate ever imposed. upon raw wool? Cer-
tainly the condition of the working people does not justify it.
Certainly the condition of the business people does not justify
it. Certainly the deplorable condition of the cotton growers,
that the Senator from South Carolina just described, does not
justify it. Where are the groups of people in this country who
are in such a favorable situation financially to-day, this year,
now, that they can have levied upon them a higher protective
duty than ever before on raw wool ?

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to tlie Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.
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Mr. BURSUM. In answer to the Senator's question I will
eay that the cost of production justifies this rate, and it is
simply a question of policy as te whether or not it is desirable
to maintain the industry in this eountry. If there ever was a
rate based upon the actual cost of production as compared with
the cost of the imported article, it is the rate which has been
fixed upon this wool schedule.

Mr. WALBH of Massachuseits. Mr. President, I have no
doubit whatever but that the woolgrowers have suffered greatly
in the past two years; but the able Senator from South Carolina
has just told you the troubles of the cotton growers, and they
have just as much right to come here and demand that protee-
tive duties be given them as have the woolgrowers of this
country.

The story which he has told of the depression in that busi-
ness, of the losses, of the threatened destruction of that im-
portant indusiry, is paralleled by the story that we know and
will hear from the woolgrowers; and let me say to you, sir,
that there are walking the streets of this country now from
two to four million people who have no way whatever of
providing themselves with a livelihood, and must draw upon
their reserve funds, as the woolgrowers, the cotton growers,
the manufacturers, and the business interests of this country
are sometimes obliged to do. Why not come here and ask
that a protective tariff or bonus be levied in favor of those
who have no employment whatever?

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President-—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts further yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr, WALSH of Massachysetts. Just a moment. There is
just as much reason for it if we are to take care of every in-
dustry that is impaired and injured. Why, Mr. President, if
this thing goes on I look to see attempts to enact laws here
which will demand that the American people buy this product
and buy that product, and buy it at this price and buy it at
that price, in order that eertain industries may be kept pros-
perous. If this were the only industry, important and neces-
sary as it Is, that was struggling, that was suffering, that
was financially embarrassed, it would be a different story. Only
within the last week, and during the whole discussion, manu-
facturer after manufacturer has approached me and has said:
“To show you how our business has been injured I will bring
you statistics to show that we have had in the past two years
more failures in our line of industry than in any other in-
dustry in the country and a higher percentage of failures
than ever before.” Is that the basis upon which we are to
proceed to levy duties upon our people? When an industry
meets with depression, must we come here and by law compel
all our people to contribute something to the income of the
people engaged in that depressed industry?

I now yield to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr, President, we do not ask for a duty on the
basis of failures or any hard luck; but we do contend that
we are entitled fo such a duty as will give the industry a
relative purchasing power as compared with the purchasing
power of other industries and other commodities and other
things which enter into the expenses of the industry,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator’s industry is
entitled to just as much fair consideration in the way of
protection as any other industry. I do not dispute that at all.

Mr. BURSUM. Wool enters largely into clothing, and I
say that the wool producer is entitled to a fair relative pro-
portion of the proceeds of the article in which his product is
used. For instance, take a suit of fine clothes made by a
tailor. It will cost $85. The producer, the raiser of the wool,
will not get to exceed $5 out of that suit, less the expense of
commissions, and freights, and all other expenses, so that
ultimately he gets less than 24 per cent of the price of the suit.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I agree with the Senator;
but the Senator must find some law to restrict profits if he is
going to get for the producer of the raw material a better share
of the proceeds.

Mr. BURSUM. Let me say to the Senator from Massachn-
setts, further, that even under the duty proposed the wool busi-
ness will not yield to exceed 10 per cent on the investment for
a term of 5 years to the woolgrowers in the West. It is simply
a question of whether the Senator will agree that it is policy
to keep alive this industry, and permif it to continue to produce
in this country.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let me ask the Senator
one question, frankly: Has the woolgrowing industry ever been
a paying industry in this country?

Mr. BURSUM. Well, yes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It has been? When?

AMr. BURSUM. It has gotten along. It never has made
large profits.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then the woolgrowing indus-
try of this country under former protective tariff duties on
wool was prosperous, or was a paying business? Then I say
we ought not to increase these duties to the extent which is
proposed here simply because last year and the year before
we went through a financial panie in this country.

Mr. BURSUM. Let me say to the Senator that the cost of
production has greatly increased, the cost of labor has in-
creased, the cost of grazing lands has increased, and taxation
has increased, both county, State, and Federal ; so that you can
not produce wool under present conditions at the same cost at
which you could produce it before the war, or 10 years ago, or
20 years ago.

Mr. OVERMAN. Does the Senator contend that this rate Is
put in the bill for the purpose of allowing the woolgrowers 10
per cent on their investment? Do I so understand him?

Mr. BURSUM. I say they can not make to exceed 10 per
cent under this rate. It does not give them 10 per cent. They
can not possibly make over 10 per cent, over an average of five
years. There is no industry as hazardous as the live-stock in-
dustry. There is no class of people who encounter the hazards
in industry that they encounter, :

Mr. OVERMAN. That is the basis upon which this rate is to
be levied, to give them 10 per cent on their investment?

. Mr.ifURSUM. Yes; we figure that. We think we ought to

ave .

Mr. OVERMAN, Has that been the rule as to every industry
in this country?

Mr. BURSUM. I do not think so. It is contended that some
of them make a great deal more than that.

Mr. OVERMAN. But that is the idea upon which this rate
is baszed?

Mr. BURSUM. 1 say that is about what the rate would pro-
duce under favorable conditions. A rancher might be able to
make 10 per cent.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So I understand we are asked
to pass’a law fixing a protective duty upon woeol which will, in
the opinion of those who know best the woolgrowing industry
in this country, reflect a profit of 10 per cent to that industry.
That is the first time I have ever heard it proposed to this body
that we should fix a protective duty which would give any class
a fixed profit.

Mr. BURSUM. Does not the Senator think that the people
who are in this business should be enabled to make g Hving?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will not argue with the
Senator, I will not go into any controversy about the depressed
character of this business, about its great financial losses;
but while the Senator is thinking of the woolgrowers I am
thinking of the men and women of New England, and the men
and women all over this country, who are walking the streets
without any work whatsoever. They have a right to be con-
sidered when it comes to the question of tariff duties and of
imposing taxes upon the people of this country, for the clothes
they wear and the blankets that shelter them.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from New Mexico
did not say that the committee reported this rate with a view
of giving every woolgrower 10 per cent, That never entered
the minds of the committee, :

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is, then, a mere coincidence
that the committee and the Senator from New Mexico agreed
upon the rate that would result in that profit,

Mr. SMOOT. Dut the remark of the Senator from New
Mexico was, that even with this rate there would be no wool-
grower in the United Stafes who could make more than 10 per
cent, and he expressed the opinion, in answer to the Senator,
that he thought they would make 10 per cent under this rate,
Then he qualified that by saying it is the most hazardons bnsi-
ness in the United States.

I want to ask the Senator another question: YWas the state-
ment that there would be a 300 per cent increase on this 33-cent
wool by the time it got into ¢loth, or $72,000,000 in one case and
$200,000,000 in another, made by the same party who said that
a suit of clothes would ecost $4.75 more if this increase in the
rate of 33 cents over existing law took place?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator is attempting
to put on my tongue words I never used. I never referred to
a 300 per cent profit. He did himself, and I did not dispute it.
The Senator himself raised that question. T said nothing about
the amount of profit to the manufacturer. The Senator is ask-
ing me If the authority which gave him the information which
he had was the same authority which gave me information
about another proposition. Who is the Senator’s authority?
Let him tell me that, and then I will tell him who mine is.
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Mr. SMOOT. T had no authority except what I saw in the
press, and that statement came from Mr. Goldman, and Mr.
Goldman also made the statement that if the rate of 33 cents
a pound on scoured wool took effect, a snit of men's clothing
would cost from $4 to $4.75 more. I know how reasonable the
Qenator from Massachusetts is, I know he does not want to be
misled, and he would not for the world try to mislead anybody
else,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I think if the Senator will
give me time I can make my position clear. I will state objec-
tions to this rate which I am going to try to prove. I do not
know whether I will be able to or not, but I am going to try.
One of them is the statement the Senator is now contradicting.
He has not heard my side. He has not heard my mathem_atics.
My authority is my own mathematiecs, plus what I hope is the
disinterested information which the Tariff Commission fur-
nishes in the pamphlets and documents they publish. I have
no manufacturers’ statistics. I have only the Tarift Commis-
sion’s statistics. i

Mr. SMOOT. I know that, and that is what I want the Sena-
tor to take. There is no question but that the tariff survey says
that on May 19 of this year 50 to 60 of good medium fleece
cost 40 pence per pound, which is 80 cents a pound. Add the
33 cents to that and you have $1.13 a pound, if every cent of
the tariff were added. That is a scoured pound of wool that
goes into a man's suit. There are 4 pounds of that scoured
wool, taking the lightweights. Some do not like to say 4 pounds,
but I say 4 pounds.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not want to interrupt
the Senator, but I said a few minutes ago that on Monday I
intend to discuss, separately and entirely apart from this rate,
the question of costs, I am going to try to show that this rate,
in the light of previous laws, in the light of all the information
I have received, in the light of the depressed condition of the
country as a whole, is an unfair, unjust, and wrong burden to
place upon the backs of the American people.

Mr. SMOOT. At $1.18, 4 pounds makes $4.52 on the wool that
goes into a suit of clothes, We could give him all the wool for
nothing, not make him pay any duty, and if he was honest he
would say it did not cost $4.75 more-for his suit of clothes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I want to ask one question.
What does the Senator say will be the increased cost on the
wool in a suit of clothes, the average suit of clothes worn
by the average American citizen, by reason of this duty?

Mr. SMOQOT. Over existing law?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT, On the ordinary clothing in the United States,
under existing law to-day, there will not be any increase, and
I can prove it to the Senator. But there are the coarse English
wools which we discussed this morning, on which there will
be a great increase in the wool itself—that is, where the
shrinkage is low.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts., The Senator says to me-and
to this body that we are proceeding to increase the pro-
tective duty upon raw wool, and consequently the compensa-
tory duties upon the manufactured articles, but that there will
not be any increase in the cost of clothing. That is absurd,
and even a child would not believe such a proposition as that.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator misunderstood me. I did nof
gay there was not any increase—

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I asked the Senator what,
in his opinion, would be the increased cost of a suit of clothes.
He said not anything, Then I say to him that we are pro-
ceeding fo increase the duty upon raw wool, and consequently
the compensatory duties to the manufacturers, and he has the
hardihood to say it will have no effect at all upon the con-
suming publie.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator certainly did not understand
what I said.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Perhaps I did not. I will
give the Senator another chance.

Mr. SMOOT. I said that on the general run of clothing worn
by men throughout the United States. under the existing rates,
there is no increase,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If the wool growers get 10
per cent profit, somebody will have to pay it. Perhaps it is the
manufacturer and not the consumer who will pay it, but that
is incredible.

Mr, SMOOT, The Senator is not complaining of the 10 per
cent- rate in the emergency tariff law? The emergency tariff
law saved every wool grower in the United States. If it had
not been for that, there would not have been a single wool
grower in the United States who would not have failed, I do
not care who he is.

I wanted simply to say that the statement, which is going
from one end of this country to the other, that this duty of 33
cents would mean an increase in the cost of a suit of clothes
g:? t$4.75 is not true, and I do not believe the Senator believes it

rue.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think I will have to make
that assertion, or very near that assertion, and I will demon-
strate it. I know I have not the ability at figures; I know I
have not the wonderful analytical mind of the Senator from
Utah. I know I can not penetrate into these guestions to the
depth he can, but I do know that when you levy a protective
duty that becomes effective—and everybody knows that the rate
on wool will, because we must import wool—it means that the
consumers of wool must pay more for the cloth that they buy
and the suits they wear. That, it seems to me, does not require
any further demonstration than the statement itself.

Mr, SMOOT. I read from the Tariff Commission’s report
this morning that 4.5 per cent of the total wools consumed in
the United States were these low-shrinking wools, and that
we produce about 20 per cent of them in the United States,
which would be less than 1 per cent of all the wools in the
United States. The other 80 per cent is imported., The low
shrinkage on wool comes in carpet wools, and we make those
free, as the Senator knows,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Into what kind of fabric’

do the wools go which are imported, and on which the rate is
being increased?

Mr, SMOOT. The great bulk of them go into clothing.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts, Yet the Senator says he is
going to increase the duty, but that it will not increase the
price of clothing. ;

Mr. SMOOT. That is exactly where the Senator did not
understand me, None of that wool comes in skirting at all
unless it pays 30 per cent, and if it comes in scoured it pays
45 per cent, and in the pending bill it pays 33 per cent.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I simply desire to call the
attention of the Senate to the fact that this rate is practically
one-third less than the present rate on wool. The present rate
is 45 cents on scoured wool, 30 cents on skirted, and 15 cents
on cleaned.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I am going to have something '

to say about that directly.

Mr. BURSUM. So that this rate is a lower rate than the
one under which we are now operating.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think, with the joker in
the emergency law, this is a lower rate, but without the joker,
so called, to the casual reader of the emergency law it appears
to be lower. The joker did succeed in doing away with any
rate upon wool at all, practically speaking, but put an embargo
on wool, It stopped all wool from coming into this country,
and I say to the Senator that if the emergency law should con-
tinue in operation another year you would see the prices of
wool and wool clothing increase in this country to heights they
never reached before. The Senator knows he will not dispute
my statement that the recent increases by the American Woolen
Co. in the price of woolen cloth have been due to the fact that
the emergency embargo law is just now becoming effective,
The oversupply of wool in the world did not permit that law
to become operative until now. But just now it iz becoming
effective. We are going to feel the results of the embargo, the
results of an embargo on one-half of the wool which people
must have in the clothes they wear.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say rvight in this con-
nection——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator way go on: I do
not care about what time he consumes, but if Senators would
permit me to demonstrate my propositions one at a time and to
discuss them, I would be able to answer some of the questions
which Senators are now presenting to me. I have a very long
discussion and considerable to say about the effect of the emer-
gency tariff law, which will answer the question that has just
been propounded.

Mr, SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator now that with
the emergency tariff law in effect I have sent to five of the
best mills in the United States and asked them to send me
samples of their goods with the prices of April, 1920; July,
1921 : and February, 1922. I want to say to the Senator now
that the July prices of 1921 were less than one-half of what
they were in April, 1920. I want to say further that the prices
in February, 1922, under the emergency tarifi law, were less
than they were in January, 1921.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What does that prove?
Does not every American know that the peak of prices in
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everything was reached in 1920, and that there has been a
decline since in wool as well as everything else?

Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking now of July, 1921, after the
emergency tariff law was enacted, and I am speaking of the
prices of 1922, The February, 1922, prices were lower than
the July, 1921, prices,

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts, Will the Senator give us
the prices since February, 19227

Mr. SMOOT. Yes,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why did not the Senator
give us the last prices available? The Senator knows that
the prices to-day are substantially above those of February,
1922, He knows there has been a substantial increase in prices
between February, 1922, and the present time. Why take the
lowest figure nnder date of February? Does the Senator dis-
pute the fact that there has been a snbstantial increase since
February?

Mr. BMOOT. 1 dispute the fact that that was the lowest
opening. There were only two openings in woolen goods in
the United States, and the opening of those goods was in Febh-
ruary, 1922, and that is the price I quoted. 1 have the price
lists here, and any Senator c¢an find out by asking any pur-
chaser of wool.

Mr. WALSH of Massachuseits. Will the Senator dispute
that the American Woolen Co. announced increases in prices
of 20 per cent and more within the last two months? Will he
dispute that?

Mr, SMOOT. 1 deny the faet that all goods——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator dispute
that? Yes or no.

Mr, SMOOT. 1 say that in one line of goods there was an in-
crease of 20 per cent, but because of that fact it does not
necessarily follow that there wag an increase in all the lines of
all the mills of the United States. I could tell the Senator the
reason why,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to know the Senator's
position. The Senator states now that there has been no in-
crease except in one line of woolen goods gince February, 1922,

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say that.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. What was the Senator's
statement about the present prices compared with those of
February, 19227

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator said 20 per cent——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I said it is more than 20 per
cent, There have been two, if not three, increases in the prices
in the last three months, due to the fact that the emergency
tariffl law is now becoming effective in the prices of woolen
cloths.

Mr, SMOOT. Of course, the emergeney law was enacted in
May, 1921. That is when it was enacted.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it not a faet that all the
world was flooded with wool and that this country had an over-
supply of wool, and that it is now becoming exhausted and we
are beginning to draw upon the world's supply, and when we
began to do that we found an embargo against wool coming in
here?

Mr. SMOOT. We took one hour of time this morning in talk-
ing about the rates on wool because of overproduction in the
world in 1921. The Senator knows that where there is an over-
production—and particularly is that the case with the coarse
wools—we had the Government of the United States carrying
over about 60,000,000 pounds and no demand for wool. The
price of wool went down. There are abnormal prices now and
there were abnormal prices in 1921, There are, so far as coarse
woolens are concerned, abnormal prices to-day. We can buy the
coarse woolens to-day in London for 22 cents a pound. They
are abnormal, and why? It is because there is no special de-
mand for them in the world to-day.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, with the permission
of the Senator from Massachusetts——

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from
Montana. -

Mr, WALSH of Montana. The Senator from Utah has twice
to-day asserted that but for the emergency tariff law every pro-
ducer of wool in the country to-day would be in bankruptcy
and the industry totally destroyed. I do not care to allow that
statement to go unchallenged. There is no justification what-
ever for it, in my judgment. I voted against the emergency
tariff law for reasons more or less unrelated to the duty upon
wool. Nevertheless, the facts in the case disclose that the con-
tention made by the Senator from Utah has no support what-
ever.

I have here a schedule furnished me by the Bureau of Markets
giving the average prices of wool for each month from January,

1921, down to and inclusive of the month of April, 1922, Tt dis-
closes that at no time during that period was the price of wool
in London less than 21 cents.

Mr, SMOOT. Oh, well, Mr. President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I object to the Senator interrupt-
Ing until T get through, and then I shall be very glad to yield to
the Senator,

The fact about the matter further is that the emergency tariff
law, although it was approved in the month of May, 1921, did
not become effective so far as the market prices were concerned
until after all of the wool produced in this country during the
year 1921 was on the market, from the fact that large importa-
tions were made in anticipation of the enactment of that law.
So that the wool prices for 1921 have no relation whatever to
the emergency tariff law.

So far as destruction is concerned, I was in the wool business
mygelf for 10 years as a side issue, and I know something about
it, though, of course, not so much as the Senator from Utah,
I was fortunate enough to dispose of all miy interests in the
“:ool business several years ago, so I speak as an onlooker in
Venice. But when I was in the business we got 17 cents a
pound for wool. and we considered that we were doing fairly
well. Now, the cost of producing wool has, of course, very
largely increased during the last five, six, or seven years. The
range has been taken up, the cost of labor has increased, the
cost of supplies has increased, and so on. But I think it is
utterly indefensible in any man to say that when wool is selling
at 21 cents a pound on the market in London the wool business
would be utterly destroyed.

The fact about the matter is that the figures ghow during all
of this year prices for wool in London which ought to be re-
garded as pretty fairly remunerative for the production of wool
in this country.

In January, 1922, the price was 26 cents a pound: in Feb-
ruary, 26 cents; in March, 28 cents; and in April, 28 cents. I
submit this table, and with it a table of importations during the
same period, showing that up to and including the month of
April, 1921, our importations of wool amounted to 227,667,877
pounds, while the total for the year amounted to 328,365,751
pounds; in other words, about three-fourths of all the impor-
tations occurred during the first four months of the year, so
that the emergency tariff law was of no benefit whatever to the
wooleg;owers in the United States, so far as 1921 was con-
cerned.

Of course, for 1922 there was some substantial advantage,
becausge in the month of January, 1922, the price in the United
States was 87 cents, while in London it was 26 cents; in Feb-
ruary, 1922, the Boston price was 41 cents as against the London
price of 28 cents; in March, 1922, the Boston price was 41
cents as against the London price of 28 cents; and in April
the Boston price was 39 cents as against the London price
of 28 cents. But when wool was selling for anywhere be-
tween 21 and 28 cents a pound I think it rather an unjus-
til}.ag:‘e statement to say that the industry would have been
ruined.

Mr. President, I ask that the tables to which I have referred
may be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Monthly average prices of wwool,

[Wool Record and Textile World (London prices).
Bulletin (Boston prices).]

Boston Commercial

Month. Boston.! | London.?

Pound.
$0.58
45
.37

Pound.
0.

BhiRBiREEEER

.87
.41
<41
.39

Bihi  Bhhbiikys

3 Ohlo, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia, § blood, unwashed.
* British fleece wool—pick shrop hoggets. t i
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Imports of wool, uumnufaefuredﬁ g;:ro the United States by months,

[Statement prepared by Research and Foreign Statistics Section, Bureau
of Markets and Crop Estimates. Source, Bureau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce, ok

'ounds,

January 21, 160, 480
February. TEE 42, 885, 968
March e 98, 103, 098
April 65, 402, 631
Total (four months) 227,561, 377
_———
May_ 14, 744, 598
June &, 951,
July. -~ 9,396, 864
August 15, 866, T44
Sep b 14, 592, 459
October. 9, 085, T06
November, - 10, 946, 395
December. 12, 519, 853

Total (eight months) 93, 104, 374

—_—
Total for year 1921 320, 865, 751

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to show that the figures
quoted by the Senator are wrong. I do not know who prepared
them, but to show that they are wrong, I want to quote from
the Tariff Commission as to the London market. For Instance,
36/40's crossbred fleeces on March 5, 1921, were unsalable; they
could not sell them. In April they could not sell them. On
May 12 they were 9 pence, or 18 cents.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. May I inquire from what the
Senator is reading?

Mr., SMOOT, I am reading from “ Recent Tendencies in the
Wool Trade,” page 12. On June 18 the price was 9 pence, or 18
cents; on July 28, T pence, or 14 cents. That is not 20 cents a
pound. On September 15 the price was 8 pence, or 16 cents.
Then, coming down to October 15, 1921, the price was 8 pence,
or 16 cents; October 30, 8 pence, or 16 cents; December 8, 8}
penee, or 17 cents; January 12, 10 pence, or 20 cents; February,
9 pence, or 18 cents; March 10, 9 pence, or 18 cents.

Now, Iet us see whether there was not any increase in the
price during the first four months of 1921.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator
pardon an interruption?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. The Senator has given us the fig-
ures for the very lowest grade of wool scheduled.

Mr., SMOOT. And the Senator said there was no wool sold
for 20 cents in London.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, the Senator is quite in error,

Mr. %MOOT. I will let the Recorp speak for what the Sena-
tor said.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The table shows the average price
of wool, and it gives the quality as three-eighths crossbred.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course there never was any three-eighths
crossbred that sold for 20 cents,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator does nof intend to
say lthat the grades he spoke of are ordinary western country
wools?

Mr. SMOOT. No; and I say to the Senate of the United
States that there was not any question but what the price was
never less than 20 cents a pound on western wools in London.
There is no doubt about it at all. That, however, is on the
scoured pound. That is not in the grease. On the scoured
pound the Senator will note that I quoted as to the three-
eighths crossbred and not in the grease. The prices I quoted
were on scoured wool, not wool in the grease.

Then, taking the prices showing the advances on wool, the
increases began in January, On the fine staple in October,
1920, the price was $1.87., Then the peak began to fall, In
January the slump came and prices went to 83 cents, in April to
90 cents, and then fell in July to 83 cents, in October to S3
cents, and in January, 1922, went to 91 cents. That is on the
scoured pound.

My, GOODING. Mr, President, will the Senator from Magsa-
chusetts yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Writis in the chair),
Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from
Idaho?

AMr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yield to the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. GOODING. The junior Senator from Massachusetts is
discussing the question of the tariff from the laboring man's
standpoint ; and he is fighting for a reduction of every duty
which is contained in the bill. I myself am advocating a high
protective duty and voting for every rate, regardless of how
high it may be, in the interest of the laboring man. This coun-

try is the only country in the world, Mr. President, which,
since the World War, has not increased the protection afforded
to manufacturers. There is no exception to that rule. Ger-
many, ag measured by the mark, has inereased her protective
tariff rates sixty-five times ; Austria, measured by the kronen, has
increased her protective tariflf rates two hundred times; but we
permit importers in this country to go to all foreign countries,
with their depreciated currencies, and to bring in foreign goods
and sell them here regardless of what they cost. On the other
hand, the people are not getting any benefit from such impor-
tations, as has been clearly shown by the exhibits which have
been presented here on different occasions, which demonstrated
that as high as 3,000 per cent profit was being charged by the
department stores on foreign-made goods,

Our tariff law to-day affords the lowest protection accorded
by any country on the earth, not even excepting free-trade Eng-
land. England has 26 per cent protection, as aguinst all Ger-
man imports, while the average rates in the pending bill are not
35 per cent. Besides that, Kngland provides a protective rate of
33 per cent additional on all her “key " industries. Unless we
do what Germauy is doing, what Austria is dolng, and what
every other country is doing—shut our doors against imports
of goods of foreign manufacture whizh may be manufactured
in our conntry we shall not put to work the 3,000,000 or 4,000,000
men now out of employment, for those men can only be put to
work by stariing the wheels of industry.

The Senator from Massachusetts may say that we are not
getting any great amount of imports from Germany, but we are
getting a very much larger amount of imports, not in dollars
and cents, perhaps, but very much larger in amount, to dis-
place labor than we got before the war; two or three times as
much., Unless we do what every other country has done, prac-
tically impose an embargo, we shall never increase our manu-
factures, I can understand why the Senator might oppose the
rates proposed if they were based on the American valuation,
or might feel that the rates were too high, but on the foreign
valuation, measured by the mark and by the kronen, and the
depreciated currencies of other countries, we have not any pro-
tection at all.

I do not eare how high may be the rates which are adoptesl
in this bill, it is not going to help some of our manufacturing
industries, I am discussing the tariff bill, I wish to say to
the Senator from Massachusetts, in the interest of the laboring
man. It is his question, and nobody else’s. I want such pro-
tection as will give him a job in America; and the only way he
can get it will be by protecting our industries and shutting out
imports, because when we import $1,000,000 worth of foreige
products we import $1,000,000 worth of foreign labor. That
is all there is to the question of protection—the opportunity
for the American laboring man to have a job.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, one distine-
tion between the position of the Senator from Idaho and of
mys=elf ig this: He wants the laboring man to have a job, while
I want the laboring man to have a wage which bears some rela-
tionship to the cost of living. To obtain that for him it is very
essential that reasouably low protective tariff duties shall be
levied.

However, the discussion just indulged by the Senator from
Idaho is of a general nature and does not relate to the subject
under consideration, At some other time I shull again discuss,
if necessary, at length my general views upon protective tariff
duties, but at this time I am trying to confine the discussion
and have up to now confined it to the schedule and paragraphs
which are immediately under consideration. Mr. President,
I must proceed with my argument.

RATE UNDER EMERGENCY TARIFF LAW,

Mr, President, in order to appreciate the magnitude of the
proposed duty let us make a comparison of the duties levied
in previous laws. To do this we should transpose the duty
levied vn wool in the grease to its equivalent in clean content.

Iirst, let us consider the emergency tariff law. This law
imposed a duty of 15 cents per pound on unwashed wool, 30
cents per pound on washed wool, and 45 cents per pound on
scoured wool. But the rates aectually in effect were double
those here noted because of a joker relating to skirted wool,
which reads as follows:

On wool and halr provided for in this paragraph, which is sorted or
increased in value by the rejection of any part of the original fleece,

the duty shall be twice the dquty to which it would otherwise be subject,
but mot more than 45 cents per pound.

Incidentally it is to be noted that this limitation of 45 cents
per pound refers to wool in the condition in which imported.
It does not apply to the unwashed wool which, if skirted,
wonld be dutiable at 30 cents; but makes the duty on washed
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wool, if skirted, 45 cents instead of 60 cents, and it prevents
any increase in the duty of 45 cents on scoured wool—that Is,
wool imported in the scoured condition. It is therefore plain
that the egquivalent clean-content duty can be very high despite
this 45-cent limitation. On unwashed wool which has been
skirted and which shrinks 50 per cent the duty would be
equivalent to 60 cents per pound, clean content.

The importance of this joker can best be appreciated when
we understand that practically all the wool for clothing im-
ported into this country up to the passage of the emergency law
was skirted wool. All previous laws levied a duty upon wool
on the grease basis. The emergency law apparently followed
that principle of levying a duty on wool on the grease basis,
but by the injection of this clause practically doubles the rates.
Thus the rate of 15 cents per pound on unwashed wool, because
it is imported in the skirted condition, actually amounts to 30
cents per grease pound or, assuming a 50 per cent shrinkage,
60 eents per pound clean content.

Wool in the grease includes wool which is increased in value
by the rejection of part of the original ileece.

“ Skirting” is merely the removing of those parts of the
fleece which contain extraneous matter, other than grease, for
the purpose of decreasing the shrinkage of wool.

Because in the past the duty on wool has always been levied
upon the grease basis the domestic importer has always brought
in skirted wool in order to save payment of duty on extraneous
matter, other than grease. The effect of the joker, therefore,
is that for practical purposes the duties named in the emer-
gency law are actually doubled and amount to an embargo.

RATE UNDER THE UNDERWOOD LAW.
Under the Underwood law all wool was admitted free.
RATE UNDER THE PAYNE-ALDRICH LAW,

Under the Payne-Aldrich law wools of the type in paragraph
1102—wool for use in clothing—were divided into two classes—
Class I and Class II. The duty on Class I wool was 11 cents
per pound on the grease basis, and on Class II it was 12 cents
per pound on the grease basis. The great bulk of our imports
of wool fall into Class I. This 1l1-cent rate on wool in the
grease is equivalent to approximately 22 cents on the clean-
content basis, Or, assuming that under a clean-content duty
imported wool would not be skirted and would shrink 55 or
56 per cent, the equivalent of an 11-cent grease duty would be
about 25 cents per pound, clean content. As a matter of fact,
the foreign wools, if unskirted, would probably shrink less than
55 per cent on the average. In fixing the clean-content rate in
paragraph 1102 at 38 cents per pound it is to be noted that the
Senate amendment increases the duty 50 per cent over the rate
in the Payne-Aldrich law; or, on the second assumption above,
33 per cent; or, in case of low shrinkage, more than 50 per cent.

INEQUITIES OF FPREVIOUS LAWS GROWING OUT OF DUTIES LEVIED ON A
GREASE BABIS,

Under the Payne-Aldrich tariff law and under previous pro-
tective tariff laws the duty on wool was a specific duty levied
upon the grease basis, The inequitable results of such a duty
are notorious in the wool trade.

Under such a system of duties it is obvious that there is a
premium placed upon the importation of wool with a minimum
shrinkage, for the lower the shrinkage the less duty which must
be paid upon grease. The reason for importing low-shrinking
wool under this condition is precisely the same as the reason
for importing skirted wool—that is, any reduction in the amount
of matter extraneous to the native fiber will lead to a saving in
the amount of duty.

The result of all this was that those sections of the domestic
wool-manufaeturing industry which were forced to utilize high-
shrinking wool were diseriminated against in comparison with
those branches of the industry which were able to use medium or
low-shrinking wool. Inasmuch as the woolen branch of the
industry—ecarded woolen manufacture—is more largely depend-
ent upon the finer and higher shrinking wools than is the
worsted branch, it follows that the effect of a duty levied upon
the grease basis has been to diseriminate against the carded
woolen manufacturers and in favor of the worsted manufac-
turers.

Of course, the Democratic Underwood tariff, placing wool on
the free list, eliminated this diserimination. The publie protest,
particularly against Schedule K, which followed the enactment
of the Payne-Aldrich law was 80 loud and was such a powerful
factor in the repudiation of that bill by the electorate in the
election of 1912 that it can be safely asserted that this coun-
try will never return to the levying of duties on wool on a
grease basis.

XLII—666

RECENT IMPORTS AND EXPORTS.

Mr. President, statistics show that after the passage of the
emergency tariff law importations of wool dropped from 52,.-
000.000 pounds in April and 80,000,000 pounds in March to
868,000 pounds in June and 656,000 pounds in July. August
showed a jump to 3,000,000 pounds, while in September the
importations fell back to 293,000 pounds. It is to be noted
that importation figures here quoted are * general importa-
tions "—that is, they ineclude both wool entered in bond and
wool entered for consumption, or upon which the duty has
t been paid. Table 4 in the Tariff Commission’s report on
the operation of the emergency tariff law shows very clearly
that practically all of these importations of wool since the
enactment of the emergency law have gone into bonded
warehouses. The outstanding feature of Tables 3A and 3B is
that the emergency tariff law almost shut off the imports of
Class I and Class II wool. It must be borne in mind, however,
that we must import wool at any price in order to take care of
our consumption. The Tariff Commission, in the same report,
points out the fact that there has been some importation of wool
for possible speculative purposes. Wool has been imported and
stored in bonded warehouses on the assumption that this bill
might establish a rate lower than that in the emergency law. It
can be readily seen why this should be done. Without the joker
above referred to, the duty on wool at 15 cents per pound on the
grease basis would be lower on the average than would be the
duty of 33 cents per clean pound, which is imposed in the Senate
bill. But inasmuch as the skirted clause in the emergency tariff
law makes the actual duty 30 cents per pound on the grease
basis—which would be equivalent to approximately 60 cents per
clean pound—it is apparent that the duty in the emergency tariff
law is, for practieal purposes, higher even than the 33 cents per
pound duty in the Senate bill, though to the casual observer
apparently much less, Consequently there has been of late a
considerable importation of wool accumulating in the bonded
warehouses, upon which it is expected that a lower duty may
be levied under the proposed low. Of course, if there were
any assurance that the emergency law would continue to operate
over a long period, it is guite likely that the domestic purchaser
of foreign wools would instruct his foreign clients not to skirt
the wool, in order that the doubling of the duty might be
avoided. But in view of the tentative nature of the emergency
law it has not been feasible to carry out such a scheme, and the
result has been that the actual rates applied have been double
those contained in the emergency law. If the emergency law
were to operate over a sufficiently long period, the skirting of
wool shipped to this country would probably cease, as has been
stated, and in this case the rates actually operative under the
emergency law would be not far different from the rate of 33
cents per clean pound contained in the Senate bill.

Assuming that the average shrinkage of unskirted imported
wool would be, say, 55 per cent, the duty of 15 cents per grease
pound in the emergency tariff would be equivalent to about 33
cents per pound, which is the duty in the Senate bill. Some of
the unskirted foreign wools will, of course, shrink more than 55
per cent; others less than 55 per cent.

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yleld to the Senator.

Mr. BURSUM. I desire to call the attention of the Senator
from Massachusetts to the fact that there is a slight difference
of opinion about this * joker ” which he has been talking about.
Of course, it is admitted that the rate of the emergency tariff
was a higher rate than the rate which is now proposed. The
emergency tariff provided for a rate of 45 cents. The rate on
wool in the grease was 15 cents. The duty on skirted wools or
washed wools or wools in any way improved through the process
of manufacture or partial manufacture, altering the character
of the fleece, was 30 cents; but the Senator is hardly fair about
this * joker " proposition.

The truth of the matter is that it is the grower on whom the
“joker” has been practiced from time immemorial. The producer
has been led to believe, and those interested in cutting down the
rate of duty on the wool have led Congress to believe, that 11 cents
a pound duty, as provided under the Payne-Aldrich law, and as
provided under nearly every other tariff that I can recall at
this time, was intended to be 11 cents a pound on a whole fleece
taken off the sheep, or wool in the grease, How did it work
in practice?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not think there is any
difference between us. What the Senator means to say is that
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the American woolgrower all of these years has been selling
unskirted wool, while the importer has been selling skirted wool.
Is that true?

Mr. BURSUM. The importer has done this

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Is that a faet?

Mr. BURSUM, That is a fact, and here is where the Ameri-
can producer has been defrauded: He has not obtained the pro-
tection that the public believed he was obtaining. For instance,
the duty would be 11 cents a pound. What would the importer
do? He would eliminate the belly, eliminate the tags, eliminate
the sides, and bring in the choice portion of that fleece, which
would shrink all the way from 30 to 40 per cent. In place of
bringing in 333 pounds of wool, which was estimated when that
duty was levied, for 11 cents, he would bring in 60 pounds of
wool, and in some instances 70 pounds of wool; so that he was
simply cutting down the rate of duty as intended by the makers
of the bill at least 50 per cent, and thereby defrauding the
producer of this country of the protection which was intended
for him. I say that the joker has been in favor of the manu-
facturer, in favor of the importer, and it has been against the
producer and the grower.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President. I do not think
1 differ very much with the Senator abeut the sitnation he has
deseribed, There is no doubt whatever but that the American-
grown wool, because it was not skirfed, shrank more than the
imported wool, which was skirted, and therefore that the duty
of 11 cents per pound on grease wool was not entirely and coru-
pletely effective in giving to the woolgrower exactly 11 ceats
per pound more than he would have received if the wool that
came in from Europe was not skirted.

Mr, LODGE rose.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. I will yield to my eolleague
in just a moment. Anticipating a reduction from the emer-
gency law in the present law, there have been imported large
amounts of wool, which are held in bond and will be released
when this new tariff law becemes operative, the wool importers
figuring that it is better to hold it in bond and wait and see
if they ean get a less rate than they could get under the emer-
gency law, because the emergency law was prohibitive.

I now yield to my colleague. ;

Mr. LODGE. I was euly going te make the point that in my
colleague’s first statement I thought he made a little error, be-
cause there has come into the port of Boston since the 1st of
January the largest amount of wool ever imported; but, of
course, it is in bond, as my colleague says, awaiting the pas-
sage of this bill.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes. Mr. President, I have
those figures before me, and while T am not going o take the
time to read them, I do not think there is any disagreement
between us that the emergency law has shut out the importa-
tions of wool which were immediately applied to commercial
uses in this country, and that whatever importations have
come in recently have been in bond and have Heen held in bond
for the purpose of waiting for a change in rates

Mr. LODGE. Over 100,000,000 pounds have come into Bos-
ton.-

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
chusetts yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts., In just a moment. Of course,
that is to be expected. How could yeu expect the mauunfactur-
ing interests in this country whoe, under the Underwood law,
have been getting free wool, and who, under the Payne-Aldrich
law, have been getting wool at 11 cents a pound in the grease,
to meet mow, in this time of great depression, a price of 30
cents on wool in the grease, or 60 cents on the cleaned content?

I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say that the so-called
“ joker " in the emergency tariff bill was put in there with full
knowledge of what it really meant; and let me tell the Senator
one reason why it was worded just as it was.

On March 18, 1922, a certain Philadelphia imporier of wool
undertook to bring in wool here classed as carpet wool, so that
it would come in free, or, if not free, in clothing under the
lowest rate of duty, and inside of those bales was the finest
wool from South America. It happened to be detected. If it
had not been detected, simply through one bale of wool having
been torn and the wool showing, there wounld have been $275,000
worth of wool imported into the United States, and the great
bulk of that value would have been fine wool, and the Govern-
ment of the United States would have been cheated out of
every dollar of duty. I am gquite sure that the Senafor has
heard of that case.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have heard of that case.

Does the Senator from Massa- | 40

Mr. SMOOT. That was on March 18 of the present year.
‘That was after the emergency bill was in eperation; and then
they tried to rob the Americam Treasury of the amount of the
<duty by putting coarse carpet wools around fine wools from
South America.

Mr. WALSH of Massachmsetts. Mr. President, the Senator's
suggestion lends me to the next proposition which I was about
to discmss.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, I do not want to be misunder-
stood in what I said. I do not want it thought that I have said
that all importers would try to defraud the Government in
this way. That is not se; but I do want to say that the im-
porters have the brightest minds that there are in the United
States, and they have taken the wvery best attorneys and the
very best appraisers that the Government of the United States
has educated for years and years. I am not blaming them if
they can pick @ hole in the wording of the tariff law ; but they
have these men at work, and that is what they are paid for, and
if there is any flaw in the werding of any paragraph or any
part of a schedule of any kind that can be turned to the disad-
vantage of the Government they are going to do it.

Mind wou, if it is dome lawfully, I have not a word of com-
plaint about it. I think they are entitled to get the very best
advice in the world, no matter whether the Government of the
United States has educated their advisers or mot. I am net
objecting to that. Buf I do object to the importers using this
methed of fraud in order to cheat the United States eut of
dellars and cents.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. T think we are all in accord
with the Senator in that respect. Let me resume my argu-
ment.

FINAXCIAL DIFFICULTIES OF THE WOOLGROWERS.

Mr. President, that the weolgrowers suffered severely in the
great decline of 1020 and the depression of 18921 can mof be
doubted ; but so did all branches of industry suffer, and so
did the consuming public. During part of this period statis-
ties indicate that from two to four million wage earners have
been out of work. 1

That every effort should be made te improve the financial
condition of the woolgrower all agree, but he should expect no
more to be done for him by the Government through indirect
taxation levied upon the consumer than those engaged in any
other imdustry. He should not expect the great majority ef
our people to be burdened by taxation to a greater degree than
at present solely for his benefit. He should bear in mind also
that as a censumer he will have to pay an enhanced price for
clothing for himself and family, and that the general increase
in prices through the high protective tariffi duties upon -clethes
and ofther mnecessities of life will increase accordingly the
wages he will have to pay his help who will have to pay
higher living costs.

There is a point where it is fundamentally uneconomic for a
government to extend protection to an industry which yields
ae is claimed only meager returns to those engaged in it under
extreme protection.

COST Te THE MANUFACTURER.

The production of wool in the United States during the past

years averaged wvery close to 800,000,000 pounds in the
grease, which, with a shrinkage of 60 per cent, gives 120,000,000
pounds of clean wool. Imports of Class I and Class 11 wools—
disregarding Class III, carpet wools—that will be required
from abread may be estimated as at least 106,000,000 pounds of
clean wool per annum. This gives a total censumption of woaol
for clothing of about 220,000,000 pounds of clean wool per year.

Assuming that the duty fulfills its purpose-of raising the value
of domestic wools by the ameunt of the duty, the increased cost
to the woel manufacturer—which will, of course, be passed .on
to the public, after further pyramiding—of the 38 cents a pound
duty on clean wool will be $72,600.000 a year.

Mr. President, let me ask my friends on the otlier side if
they are prepared, in the faee of the greatest depression in the
history of this country, to say to the American people, * Con-
gress has increased the price of your wearing apparel, of your
blankets, of your overcoat, of your clothing "? Will you dare to
pass such legislation, in view of all previous laws upon this sub-
jeet, in view of the action of the House one year ago this wery
time, when the depression was greater, determining that the fair,
just rate to all interests concerned was 25 cents and mot 33
cents? Can you justify it? Oan you expect a verdict of ap-
proval from the American people? Do you nof know that there
is no issne more effective than that which touches the indi-
widual? Do you not know that the statement of any publie
man on any platform in this eountry calling attention to the
fact that you, as a United States Senator, voted to increase
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the price of a suit of clothes $2.50, the price of a dress $2.50,
the price of an overcoat $5, is an argument which penetrates
deep and has a decisive effect on election day?

It is amusing to hear men declare on this floor that in-
creasing tariff duties does not affect prices and that putting
articles upon the free list does not reduce prices. I ask,
What are tariff duties for? Is there any difference between
the free list and a protective duty, and if there is, is it not
this, that products on the free list ought to permit prices
to be forced down, and not up, while articles which bear a
protective duty, in the natural course of events, would reflect
increased prices? Yet Senator after Senator on this floor has
had the hardihood to say at one time or another that high
protective duties do not reflect increased prices, and then, in
another breath, to say that the putting of articles on the free
list does not lower prices.

No man has said that more effectively than the distinguished
Senator from Utah. He always tells you that the retailer and
the manufacturer are going to get theirs anyway, regardless
of tariff duties. Yet we sit here making assertions of reck-
less and scandalous profiteering and declare we are power-
less. The people will not take that answer from us any
longer. The people are not going to permit us to cloak and
hide our responsibility to keep their taxes and their cost of
living at a low level by assertions of that kind.

Mr. President, I will discuss now the objections to the use
of the brackets in paragraph 1102,

The House bill based the duty on raw wool, other than car-
pet wool, upon the clean content. The Senate bill substitutes
for this an elaborate sliding scale of duties based on wool in
the grease and graduated by steps according to the shrinkage,

Beginning with the highest shrinking wools—those shrinking
more than 93 per cent upon which the duty is 1.6 cents per
grease pound—the duty is graduated upward by 1 cent per
grease pound for each decline of 3 per cent in the shrinkage.

The entire scale of duties is worked put in such a way as to
approximate 33 cents per pound on the clean content of wool.
The elaborate scale of brackets covering nearly three pages in
the Senate bill, when translated into plain English, simply
means that the duty on clean wool shall be approximately 33
cents per pound. By camouflaging the duty in this manner,
however, it is made to appear much lower than 33 cents per
pound.

If the only objections which could be urged against this
scheme were that it is intended to deceive the public and that
it consumes an unnecessary amount of space in the bill, it
would not be so serious; but the sliding-scale system is pe-
culiarly objectionable, because it can not be administered in
such a way as to avoid constant litigation. Litigation will arise
from the fact that whenever the test of the imported wool
shows a shrinkage slightly less than the amount required for
classification in the next higher bracket—where the duty would
be 1 cent per grease pound lower—the importer will be strongly
inclined to protest the classification.

To take an illustration: Suppose that the examiner figures
the shrinkage of a given importation of wool at 59.4 per cent,
The wool would then be dutiable at 134 cents per pound, because
it falls within the bracket which covers wool shrinking more
than 57 per cent and not more than 60 per cent. Obviously, if
the importer can prove that the shrinkage is 60.1 per cent in-
stead of 59.4 per cent, he will be able to save 1 cent per se
pound on the shipment, because in such case it would be duti-
able at 12} cents under the bracket which covers wool shrinking
more than 60 per cent and not more than 63 per cent.

Let us carry the illustration further. The difference between
the estimates of shrinkage in the above illustration is seven-
tenths of 1 per cent. Under a straight clean-content duty of 33
cents a mistake of 1 per cent in estimating the shrinkage would
amount to one-third of 1 cent per grease pound; a mistake of
seven-tenths of 1 per cent would, therefore, amount to seven-
tenths of one-third cent, or seven-thirtieths of 1 cent. TUnder
the Senate bill the same mistake in estimating the shrinkage
would amount to 1 cent per grease pound, On a shipment of
500,000 pounds of wool in the grease the duty involved in a mis-
take of seven-tenths of 1 per cent in estimating the shrinkage
would amount under the straight clean-content duty of 33 cents
to 500,000 times seven-thirtieths of 1 cent, or $1,166.66; but
under the bracket system in the Senate bill it would amount to
500,000 times 1 cent, or $5.000.

Nor is this all. Under the Senate bill the amount of duty
involved in a mistake in estimating the shrinkage will be much
greater for the importer of high-shrinking wool than for the im-
porter of low-shrinking wool who brings in the same amount in
clean equivalent. Both importers would have 1 cent per grease

pound at stake; but 1 cent per grease pound is a more serious
matter for the importer of high-shrinking wool than for the
importer of low-shrinking wool—that is, if the examiner's esti-
mate runs against rather than in favor of him. If it runs in his
favor no litigation will ensue, but if it runs against him the
incentive to protest will be particularly strong.

Mr. SMOOT, As far as I am concerned, I would just as
lief not have the brackets, and perhaps I would a little rather
have it that way.

Mr. WALSH of Massachuseits. I am very glad to hear that.
I ask the Senator if there is any likelihood of there being an
amendment changing that feature?

Mr. SMOOT. I can not say as to that. So far the com-
mittee has not agreed to any amendment along that line. I
only expressed my personal view when I stated to the Senator
what I did. Yet I want to say frankly that there is one reason
why it would be better in brackets; but I think the other rea-
sons overbalance that. When we discuss this later I will
frankly state to the Senator what they are.

Mr. WALSH of Massachuseits. At another time we will dis-
cuss that feature of the sliding scale suggested in the committee
amendment.

Mr. President, if T may proceed I will now discuss the subject
of production.

Mr. President, the production of wool has not materially in-
creased in the United States in the last 40 years. Our production
averages very close to 300,000,000 pounds per year. Qur con-
sumption has averaged—1 quote from the Tariff Commission’s
report on the emergency tariff—in recent years, owing to the un-
usual war-time demands, from 600,000,000 pounds to 800,000,000
pounds. Of this amount, about 300,000,000 pounds were pro-
duced in the United States and 400,000,000 pounds imported.
For a series of years before the war, out of a total consmnption
of about 525,000,000 pounds per year, 300,000,000 were grown in
the United States. (See Table 1 in the aforementioned report.)
It is to be noted frowm this table that the percentage of foreign
wool consumed in 1921 was about 53 per cent. During the war
it was as high as 65 per cent. Prior to the war it was about 40
per cent.

Let me show you what the record of production in this coun-
try has been. I want to say to the Senmator from Montana
[Mr, WarsH] that I hope he was not misled by what the Sena-
tor from Utah said, for the Senator from Utah is a very able and
very clever man and he has the rare ability to state one fact
which proves the thing which he then wants to demonstrate,
omitting another fact which would quite change the conclusion
one would arrive at.

Mr. SMOOT. It is unintentional.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, The Senator very cleverly
stated that the number of sheep in this country had decreased.
What would one take that mere statement to mean except that
the production of wool had decreased? Would one not take it
to mean that, when we were discussing and considering wool?
He said that the number of sheep in this country had deecreased
50 per cent. He told the Senator from Montana that.

Mr, SMOOT. Does the Senator doubt that?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I say to the Senator that I
do not care how much smaller the number of sheep in this coun-
try is, the fact is that the production of wool has not decreased
50 per cent, or anywhere near that. Am I correct about that?

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, there is a finer grade of wool grown,
which makes more pounds of wool per head to-day than when
we had 67,000,000 head of sheep. I thought everybody knew it.
There was no intention in my mind of misleading anyone.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator was trying to
show how this industry had suffered and how much it had
slid back; that the number of sheep had decreased 50 per cent,
and that therefere we must appreciate that the industry was
gradually getting less and less able to take care of its former
production. The cold facts are that there has been practically
no decrease in the production of wool. I do not care whether
wool comes off the backs of 10 sheep or 3 sheep, the number of
pounds to-day is about the same as it has been in the last 40
vears. Will the Senator agree with that?

Mr. SMOOT, 1 think it is a little legs. It is easily under-
stood, and I thought every Senator understood, that in the
years we were speaking of every sheep man kept his lambs, and
his lambs were counted the first year in the increase in the
number of sheep in the United States. To-day that is all
changed. The lambs go to the market, with the exception of
enough lambs to keep the ewe herd alive. Years ago we used
to have wethers, and kept the wethers until they were 2, 3, and
4 years old, and that is where we used to get our wool from.
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It is entirely different now. We run ewe herds entirely, and the
only lambs that are saved from the market are enough lambs to
keep the ewe herds alive and up to the standard.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I called attention to that
because I thought the Senator from Montana [Mr. WarsH],
who was talking about the production of wool, would gather
from the statement made by the Senator from Utah that our
production had decreased 50 per cent. )

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Montana knows the situa-
tion just as well as the Senator from Utah.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think both the Senator
from Utah and the Senator from Montana have the advantage
over me in knowing more about the wool-growing industry
than I do. But, as I said in the beginning, plenty of statistics
are available for one who wants to be informed upon the
subject. But let us now consider a comparison of domestic
production and domestic consumption.

For 16 years under Republican control before 1913 there was
a duty of 11 cents per pound on grease wool, which practically
never amounted to less than 30 per cent ad valorem, and fre-
quently exceeded 100 per cent. Scarcely had the Democratic
Party placed wool on the free list when the war broke out
and prices were raised to such a level that, for the growers
of wool at least, the result was even better than under Repub-
lican protection.

Under such favorable cirenmstances one would suppose the
wool industry of this country would have flourished and the
domestic production increased. The plain truth is that domestic
production has not increased, and, for one reason or another,
it wonld appear that this country is not as well suited to wool
growing as to other industries, and that even high protective
tariff duties have not resulted in the development of this indus-
try to the extent of taking care of only about one-half of our
domestic consumption.

In 1891 this country raised 309,474,876 pounds of wool; in
1805, 204.206,206 pounds; in 1900, 288,656,621 pounds; in 1903,
205,488,438 pounds; in 1910, 821,362,760 pounds; in 1915, 288.-
T77.000 pounds; in 1920, 2€0,270.000 pounds; and in 1921, ac-
cording to the best available figures, the clip fell to 240,000,000
pounds. Our per capita domestic consumption decreased from
0.16 pounds in 1884 to 2.9 pounds in 1921,

We are forced to go into the markets of the world to buy
from 40 to 50 per cent of our annual consumption. A fair
average annual consumption of scoured wool would be in the
neighborhood of 220,000,000 pounds, and our domestie clip is now
about 120.000,000 pounds of scoured wool, leaving 100,000,000
pounds to be imported.

In view of our needs and the failure of the wool industry to
keep pace with the increased demand for wool or show any
material growth during the last 40 years, how can we justify
an increase in the protective tariff duty on wool over 50 per cent
above the highest duty heretofore levied?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President:

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yield to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is quite right that the
production of wool in this country has remained practieally
stationary. I perhaps did not speak accurately. I was re-
ferring to the number of sheep. The number of sheep in the
country diminished from about 64,000,000 in 1903 to about
45,000,000 in 1921, but the sheep bear more wool, so that the
production has remained practically stationary.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ought to say to the Sen-
ator that even the Department of Agriculture had some doubts
about the accuracy of their figures with reference to the in-
dustry. Undoubtedly the fact is that there has been some de-
crease, but T think there is a good deal of confusion about the
accuracy of the figures.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. There can be no doubt about it
I may say there has been a very substantial decrease. There
has been a decrease of at least 50 per cent in my own State,
and the conditions there obtaining likewise prevail to a greater
or less extent throughout all the western country. That is by
reason of the fact that the open range ig being appropriated as
a result of our industries being changed from pastoral to agri-
cultural.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is in this country some-
what of a pioneer industry. There is no question about that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. There is no doubt that similar
conditions are operative—I know them to be operative, in fact,
all over the western portion of the country. I have no doubt
that they are equally operative in South America, in the Argen-
tine, in Australia, and to a greater or less extent in South
Africa.

The last report we have from the Tariff Commission on this
subject, just out, has the following to say on the subject:

Owing to extensions in the area of cultivated land and to competi-
tion of eattle with sheep, the nuomber of sheep had been declining
fairly steadily for a long period prior to the war, Wool productl
however, had remained about stationary, owing in part to breeding an
selection for heavier fleeces within breeds, particularly in the case of
merines, and in part to the rapid adoption of cross g for mutton
production, which also gave heavier fleeces.

I rose to emphasize the point the Senator is making that,
despite the long period in which this industry has been pro-
tected, the number of sheep in the country continues steadily
to decline, but it continues to decline by reason of the condi-
tions which surround the industry.

Mr. SMOOT. This telis the story, I will say to the Senator:
In 1901 the average weight per fleece was 5.08 pounds. In
1802 it was 5.10 pounds. In 1903 it fell to 4.49 pounds per
fleece in the United States, That can be accounted for by the
fact that that was a very wet year, and when it is a very wet
year the fleeces, particularly of the western wool, are very
much lighter in weight. Then it began to increase. In 1004
it was 5.60 pounds per fleece; in 1907, 5.60 pounds; and in
1921 it had increased to 7.28 pounds. That is why the number
of pounds of wool remains about the same,

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to have that in-
formation from the Senator, because I thought the Senator was
contending that there had been a decrease in the production of
wool,

Mr. SMOOT. There is a decrease in the pounds of scoured
wool, because the finer the wool and the heavier the fleece the
greater the shrinkage in the wool. We could take the 272,564,-
000 pounds of wool in 1921, with an average fleece of T7.28
pounds, and would not get the same amount of scoured wool out
of that many pounds that we would out of the 287,000,000
pounds in 1903, when the fleece weighed but 4.49 pounds. In
other words, so far as pounds were concerned, the scoured wool
in 1903 was very largely in excess of what the 272,000,000
pounds would have produced in 1921, I should think as to
shrinkage there would be at least 20 per cent difference in the
two cases.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the only pur-
pose of my argument was to call attention to the fact that with
what people considered high protection and with a long period
of protection this infant industry has not expanded, is not able
to take care of the demands of the American people, and we
must to-day import 40 to 50 per cent of all the wool consumed
by the manufacturers of the country. There has been a steudy
increase in the amount of wool which it is necessary to import.
Yet in the face of that history it is seriously proposed to us here
to increase by 50 per cent the rate of duty over that enjoyed
under the Payne-Aldrich law and to burden the American people,
who must go into the world's market for their wool, with a
higher rate of duty than ever before. Where are we going to
stop? PFive years from now, when the figures show a further
decline, the woolgrowers will be asking a duty of 40 cents. Ten
years from now, when we must import 60 per cent instead of 40
per cent, or 70 per cent instead of 45 per cent, they will be here
asking for a duty of 50 cents. It is now over 100 per cent ad
valorem, measured in terms of value.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course the Senator does not want the state-
ment to stand that the average rate in equivalent ad valorem is
100 per cent on 33-cent wool?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No; I did not mean to say
that, but I do say that there are classes of wool where it
amounts to that. Perhaps not all of the wool, but some of the
wool that goes into clothing pays that rate of duty.

Mr. SMOOT, Very little of it, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But it approaches very close
to 100 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. It is 1 per cent of the consumption in the
United States.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Wool that comes into this
country in clothing must bear a dnty of 33 cents a pound, and
that, measured in terms of the value of the wool and the duty,
approaches figures amounting to almost 100 per cent, varying
from 50 to 100 per cent,

Mr. President, it is proposed to give this industry a further
opportunity to develop, though all the progress of the United
States, by reason of its expansion and agricultural develop-
ment in the West has not resulted in the expansion of this
industry. It is proposed to require the American people to pay
even more than ever before for the wool which is used for
blankets, for sweaters, for dresses, for suits, for uvercoats—to
pay more to try to lead the woolgrowers in different parts of
the country to increase the production of wool. There can be no
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other explanation. There can be no justification for such
high tariff duties unless it is based upon the belief that the in-
dustry can be made to grow, can be made to take care of our
demands and to take eare of them at a reasonable price. But
there is a point where it is uneconomical for a government to
tax its people with high protective duties, and we have reached
that peint in woel. This bill will make the burden so excessive
that the American people can not and will not bear it.

Mr. President, there is another aspect of this question I will
proceed to discuss.

TENDENCY OF HIGH PROTECTIVE DUTIES TO CREATE TRUBTS.

Mr. President, the high duties which have been levied upon
raw wool and the iniguitous protective duties levied upon wool
manufactures have, together with a tendency toward centraliza-
tion, resulted in destroying individual initiative and have Te-
Bu}teﬂ in the conselidation of the wool industry in the hands of
a few.

According to the census the capital invested in the wool manu-
facturing industry inereased from $256,000,000 in 1890 to $450,-
000,000 in 1009, Yet the extent to which the number of manufac-
turing units decreased is astounding. In 18G9, according to the
census figures, there were 3,280 establishments engaged in manu-
facturing wool ; in 1879; 2,330 ; in 1889, 1,603 ; in 1899, 1,414; in
1905, 1,213 ; in 1910, 1,124; and in 1915, 979, All this indicates
that individual manufacturers were driven out of business, not
by foreign competition, for there were no imports, but by exces-
give protective tariff duties, which tend to promote the creation
of privite monepolies. Unreasonably high protective tariff
duties tend to promote profiteering; to encourage industrial
gambling and gpeculation; to destroy private enterprise and
ultimately lead to the creation of monopolies.

During these years of high protective duties the American
Waoolen Co. has merged over 50 large independent companies
inte its organization, and now controls over 25 per cent of the
domestie production of woolen and worsted cloth. It also fixes
the prices; that is, the trade waits for this company’'s semi-~
asnnual apnouncement and follows the prices named by this
organization.

Mr. President, what has destroyed these individual units? It
wis not foreign competition, for there was none. The indi-
vidual manufacturing units of this industry were destroyed
under protective tariff duties of the very highest kind; protec-
tive tariff duties that were so offensive to the American public
that they led to the complete repndiation, defeat, and eject-
ment of the Republican administration in 1912.

Myr. GOODING. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Tdaho?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. GOODING, 1 should like to ask the Senator if he thinks
had Roosevelt heen nominated in Chicago there would have
been a defeat of the Republican Party, or that if there had
been only one candidate nominated instead of two the Republi-
can neminee would have been defeated?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, There were two candidates
nominated by the Republicans of this couniry becanse of the
tarifl, because there was a group of Republicans who were de-
termined to protest the rates of duty which had been levied
in the Payne-Aldrich law, who left their party because they
wanted to register a protest against the extortions practiced
upon the American people through that iniquitous tariff law
and the control of the party by reactionary leaders.

Ar. GOODING. That is the first time I have ever heard
that statement made. I remember the circnmstances surround-
ing the Chicago convention; there was a division between two
contending forces. It was not over the tariff, but it was be-
tween two men; that is about all; nothing more and nothing
less,

AMr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not know of any Sena-
tor on this floor who has indirectly more severely denounced the
Payne-Aldrich law than has the Senator from Idaho who has
Just spoken. He has denounced the manufacturers as getting
everything out of that law, stating that they had the big end of
it. The only time that the manufacturers had the big end was
under the Payne-Aldrich law, because wool has been free since
1913. Yet the Senator now stands on the floor and asks me a
question which would lead me to believe that he thinks the
Payne-Aldrich law was all right.

Mr. GOODING. No. The Senator from Massachusetts has
not any right to think that at all. I merely said that it was not
the tariff question which divided the Republican Party in 1912 at
all. We have always been a unit on that on all occasions. So

far as the principle of protection is concerned, I do not think
there was a difference to any great extent in the two platforms

adopted in that year; both stood for protection.
ever, that the Payne-Aldrich law was not right.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to hear the Senator
say that.

Mr. GOODING. That law was an outrage—there is not any,
question about that—so far as the wool duties were concerned
and so far as the compensatory duties were concerned. That ig
not only true of the Payne-Aldrich law but is true also of thae
Dingley law, in which that clause was first inserted. I de-
nounce that legislation now; I have always denounced it; and
I expect to continue to denounce it. It is for that reason that
it is now changed in the pending bill to a scoured basis; so
that the importers can not now take off all the heavy parts of
the fleece and merely bring in the light wool. However, I shall
not take up the Senator’s time to discuss how well they did the
Job; how, instead of bringing in wool shrinking 663 per cent,
they brought it in shrinking 40 per cent. It is too long a story
with which to take up the Senator’s time, and he is very kind
to have yielded so long.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Idaho
has admitted that the Payne-Aldrich law was an outrage. I
give him eredit for having sufficient respect for the judgment
of the American people to believe that they would repudiate
its outrageous provisions in the first election that followed its
enactment.

Mr. GOODING. The point I make is that in the campaign
of 1912 the tariff was not the issue, but there was an issue
between two men.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am not going into the his-
tory of the campaign of 1912, but everyone ought to know that
one of the great issues of that campaign was Schedule K; and
perhaps no feature of any tariff bill has ever been so much
discussed mpon the public platform and in the press as was
Schedule K in the campaign of 1912. Ex-President Taft will
not agree with the Senator from Idaho that Schedule K was
not an issue in 1912,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

tl;l)::. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yield to the Senator from

I agree, how-

Mr. SMOOT, The Senator has stated the number of mills
in the United States, the number showing a decrease. I pre-
sume he has the figures as to the number of spindles now in
operation in the United States. Those figures will show an
increase.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. T have stated that there was
a very substantial increase in the eapital invested in the indus-
try, and I gave the figures showing such Increase; there is no
doubt the industry has grown; but what I am saying is that
protective tariff duties tend to lead to the creation of monepo-
lies and of trusts and tend fo drive the little fellow out of
business; and the figures which I have given are some con-
tribution to that coneclusion.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 can not agree with the Senator as to that,
because it is a guestion of principle that the little fellow, if he
has protection, can live, and if he does not have it he can net
live. However, I will not interrupt the Senator further,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, to such an
extent did these industries consolidate that under these high
protective duties the American Woolen Co,, as I have heretofore
stated, which now produces 25 per cent of all the dress and
woolen goods manufactured in this country, consolidated 50
separate independent factories into one of the largest and most
prosperous organizations in this country.

Mr. SMOOT. And I will say to the Senator that the great
growth of the American wool industry, as to the amount of
capital invested, came during the time when we had free
woolL

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think undoubtedly the
American Woolen Co. made large sums of money during the
war, at which time wool was being admitted free.

Mr. SMOOT. I had reference to the consolidations.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I beg the Senator’s pardon,
I will give the Senator the fizures on Monday. Fifty great
plants, many of them located in communities with which I am
personally familiar, some in my own State and others in vari-
ous portions of New England and other sections of the country,
have been consolidated, and I venture to say that nearly all
of them were consolidated before 1914, when free wool became
operative,

Mr. SMOOT. I refer to the whole United States,

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, T should like to ecall the
Senator’s attention to the fact—and [t is very kind for him to
vield so frequently—that this is the age of centralization
everywhere and in every industry ; there is no exception to that
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rule, so far as I know. It is true of the steel industry and it
is true of every other industry; there can be no question about
that. It is an era of centralization and organization.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts, But it is a significant fact
that the movement toward consolidation and high protective
tariff duties have gone together.

Mr, President, I am not going to take up any more time. The
many interruptions during the course of my remarks have lead
to the prolongation of my argument. I simply wish to state that
I may desire to resume the floor for a short time on Monday—
for I assume there will not be a vote taken to-night—in erder
further to enlarge upon what I have said to-day.

Mr. President, I desire to make the following conclusions by
way of—

RECAPITULATION,

Mr. President, the foregoing discussion clearly shows:

(1) That the rate of 33 cents per clean pound on wool
is the highest ever levied in any tariff law, excluding from
consideration the joker clause in the emergency law.

(2) That the rate of 33 cents per clean pound of wool
is 50 per eent higher than the average rate in operation under
the Payne-Aldrich law, and on certain grades of wool where the
shrinkage is low it is considerably more than 50 per cent higher.

(3) That the rate of 33 cents per clean pound of wool
is at least 33 per cent more—in some cases even higher—than
that named in the House bill.

(4) That the bracket sliding scale of duties through which
the rate of 33 cents per clean pound of wool is levied is
objectionable hecause it is deceptive and can not be adminis-
tered in such a way as to avold litigation.

() That the domestic production of wool, notwithstanding
high protective duties, has not increased and that it is now
necessary to import from 40 to 50 per cent of the domestic con-
sumption.

(8) That the cost to the wool-manufacturing industry of the
33 per cent duty on raw wool will be $72,600,000, which, when
paid by the consumer, after pyramiding, will approximate
§200,000,000—which figure excludes the increased cost to the
public by reason of the manufacturers' protective duties.

(7) That high protective duties in the wool-manufacturing
industry has tended to decrease the number of individual manu-
facturing units and promote trust control of the industry.

Mr. McCUMBER., Mr. President, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has reiterated time and again the declaration that
Congress has increased the cost of the coat which is worn and
has increased the cost of blankets. On what basis does the
Senator from Massachusetts say that Congress has increased
the cost of coats or blankets? Where is the beginning? Under
the days of free wool or under the emergency tariff act? Did
Congress increase the cost of the coat when the cloth of which
a coat is made in April, 1920, brought $5.85 a yard? There
was not one penny of duty on wool at that time. Did Con-
gress make that price $5.85 a yard, or did it not? To-day,
with a duty of 45 cents a pound upon the scoured content of
wool, the same cloth is sold for $2.50 a yard. Did Congress
make the price $5.85 in the first instance, and did it make the
price $2.50 in the second instance, or did the trade, the busi-
ness, make the prices? If it were a fact that free scoured
content wool results in the production of a cloth costing $5.85
per yard and that a duty of 45 cents a pound insures a cloth
costing only $2.50 a yard, it seems to me, then, that we ought
better put on a duty and lower the price,

But, Mr. President, let us be honest in the discussion of this
question. The man who manufactured and sold that article at
8585 sold it for that price because he could get it. The
manufacturer who Is selling that same article for $2.50 a yard
to-day is selling it for that price because he can not get any
more. That is all there is to it, and it demonstrates two
things: First, that the tariff has had no effect in fixing the
price of that yard of cloth; and, secondly, that the price was
fixed by the amount the trade would bear.

Mr, President, the tariff did not add to that. You talk about
raising the price of woolen goods. The duty to-day is 45 cents
a pound upon the scoured content of the wool. The duty under
the pending bill is 33 cents a pound, or 12 cents a pound less.
Then, in God's name, how can any man claim that reducing
the tariff 12 cents a pound upon the scoured content is going

‘ to increase the cost of woolen goods?

It is not going to affect the price of the woolen goods. The
price of those goods is coming down, .It is bound to come down.
It comes down in a single month. For instance, let us take
July of 1921, The same product sold for $2.72 at that time.
In February, 1922, it sold for $2.50. The emergency tariff law
went into effect on the 27th day of May, 1921. It did not
stop the downward course of the price of these goods. It fol-

lows the economic law of supply and demand, and supply and
demand always means the measure of the pockethook that is to
make the purchase. That is the thing which determines the
prices. When the manufacturer finds that he can not sell that
article for $5.85 any longer, he begins ro lower the price, and he
keeps on lowering it until he ecan sell it, until somebody will
take hig product. The tariff duty had practically no effect;
otherwise, it would have been cheaper with no tariff upon it
than it would with a tariff of 45 per cent, when, as a matter of
fact, it was twice as much when there was no tariff on the
wool itself,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, the Senator
was talking about prices at a normal time and at the present
time when there is a very great depression in the country,

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; that is right.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator argue that
tariff duties will have no effect upon prices in the future?

Mr, McCUMBER. I am arguing that the condition of the
country is the thing that will determine the prices.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And not tariff duties?

Mr. McCUMBER. Tariff duties ordinarily will have some
effect; yes, It was an abnormal spending time in 1920 that
made that excessively high price. The freedom of those goods
from a tariff duty upon the wool did not seem to keep down the
prices, and the placing of the duty will not drive the price
beyond what the public will be willing to pay for those articles,
and it will not stop close domestic competition.

It is true that the manufacturer took advantage of the 1909
tariff law, and when he was given a differential on the basis
of 33 cents per pound on the scoured content he only paid the
difference in the tariff to the extent of an average of 18 cents
per pound. We will admit that, and, measured by that, you
can say that this is a raise in the tariff, but if he had paid
what he was supposed to pay and the farmer had gotten the
benefit of the full 11 cents a pound upon the grease wool, and
the manufacturer had paid 83 cents upon the scoured content,
then he would have been paying the same duty that we are
fixing here to-day.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 yield,

Mr. POMERENE. What the Senator has said has interested
me very much, but my correspondents, merchant tailors in
Ohio, have written me that within a few days after the pending
bill was reported to the Senate the American Woolen Mills
sent out notices advancing the price of all their woolens from
10 to 45 cents per yard, and within the last 30 days—possibly
a little longer than that—I have been advised by some of these
same people that there was another advance of 10 to 45 cents
a yard. Is that correct or not?

Mr. McCUMBER. If that is true, it verifies exactly what 1
have been saying, namely, that the price will be fixed by the
demand and the condition of the country rather than by the
tariff.. We have not changed the tariff, and if we do change it
it will be changed downward and not upward. Therefore that
is not an excuse,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——
Mr. McCUMBER. Let me answer the Senator fully.
Mr. POMERENE., All right.

Mr. McCUMBER. What is the fact? Conditions are picking
up a little. I will not say what the cause it. I will not say
that it is in anticipation of a protective tariff, because that
would bring up a question on which we might differ; but it is
admitted that conditions are picking up and people are begin-
ning to spend more, and the moment the manufacturers and
others notice that they begin to raise the prices to see if they
can not get a little more for their products. It is on the same
prineciple that this importer and manufacturer of goods said
that if this tariff bill went through he would have to raise
the price of his coats $4.50 and the price of his overcoats $7.50.
notwithstanding the fact that this tariff bill reduces the duty
per pound of scoured content 12 cents per pound.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, of course I would be less
than candid if I did not say that supply and demand to some
extent control these prices; but I do not think—and I say this
with all due respect—that the Senator's answer is a complete
answer. It may be that these prices were tremendously high,
as we all know they were. It may be that they had some
thought that these tariff duties on the manufactured product
as well as upon the raw material might have been increased or
might have been decreased, and it may be that they were not
decreased as much as they thought. To say that that has had
no inflnence, however, is something that T can not accept.
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Mr. McCUMBER. I do not say that. On the contrary, I
said that, of course, it has some influence.

Mr, POMERENE. I am glad to hear the Senator make that
statement,

Mr. McCUMBER. I said that a moment ago; but it is not
the real, governing thing that fixeg the prices.

There is another matter that T want to ask the Senator from
Massachusetts to consider for a little while. I do not ask him
to answer it now. The sheep industry in this country, accord-
ing to those who are best qualified to speak upon the subject,
has decreased enormously in the last 12 or 15 years. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr., WaArren], who has been in that in-
dustry for years, tells me that the number of sheep in the
United States in 1909—I think that was about the highest
peak—was about 60,000,000, and that it is now about 35,000,000,
The industry is about 45 per cent dead.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President——

Mr. McCUMBER. In just a moment I will yield to the
Benator. Do you want to save it? If it is 45 per cent sick
and there is 55 per cent of a living chance, do you want to give
it the living chance by whatever tariff is necessary to uphold
it?

I yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I rose merely to
give the accurate figures from the Department of Agriculture,

Mr. McCUMBER., I will correct the figures after the Senator
gives them to me.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The peak was reached in 1903,
when the number was 63,905,000 For 1920, the number is
given as 435,067,000.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, it is not the same relation,
but I am informed that the difference lies in this fact:_You
send out your officials to get the number of sheep. Sometimes,
in some seagons of the year, they count the lambs, They are
pretty good-sized. In the next spring they will not count the
lambs because they are so small, and they count only the
grown sheep, and the records therefore do not agree. So I
have tried to get from those who are in the business, taking
a particular month in the year when the lambs are about the
same size, the total number of sheep that year in the United
States and then the number in the corresponding month of a
year 10 or 15 years after that. In that way they ought to have
it pretty accurately; and they tell me that it ranges net quite
as high as the 63,000,000 that the Senator has given, but from
about 60,000,000 at the highest down to about 35,000,000 at the
present time.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, I interpose to say
that I do not think there are any figures more accurate than
those furnished by the Department of Agriculture, nor do
I think there is any source of information on the suhject that
is more accurate. It is undoubtedly true, and the department
doubtless will admit, that their figures are not accurate. In-
deed, the schedule shows that at every census the figures are
revised, sometimes revised upward and sometimes revised
downward, reaching back to 1870; but these figures, I think,
must be accepted as being as accurate as any that can be

secured,

Mr. McCUMBER. Let us suppose that that is aceurate, and
that the industry is 60 per cent alive: Should we bring it back
to 100 per cent of good, healthy condition? I believe it is
for the interest of this eountry that we do so. -

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator
will pardon me, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, WALsH]
has been arguing—but the Senator from North Dakota has not
been present all the time—that our efforts in that direction in
the past by high protective duties have not resulted in the
increase that is to be hoped for: and he argues that we could
not reasonably expect, accordingly, that the increase which is
obviously to be desired would result from these high duties.
Does the Senator take a different view of the matter?

Mr, McCUMBER. I think that a good rate of duty, which
will allow the farmers living in parts of the country where the
price of land is quite high to raise a few sheep in addition
to their other farming business, will tend to increase the
number,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It has not in the past, though.

Mr. McOUMBER. We have had some pretty hard times for
the sheep industry in the past.

Alr. WALSH of Montana, The last two or three years have
been pretty severe.

Mr. McCUMBER. They certainly have. The industry in my
State has been going down, becanse land is so high that we
can not afford to pasture our sheep upon it. If the sheep in-
dustry should be more valuable in socine sections of the State

it could be continued, but if it is goi i
eot;’tinued. going down it ean not be
r. WALSH of Montana. But the argument of the Senator
is that the production is going down becausé of conditions en-
:in;.gl unrelated to the tariff, and thas the tarif does not seem
p. .
Mr. McCUMBER. T do not think that is wholly tru
e, Mr,
President. I think in States like Ohio, Kentucky, the Virginias,
and the Carolinas, where they raise a considerable number of
sheep, they will raise g greater number if it will pay them to
raise them. Those are good agrienltural States,

The whole gquestion, in a nutshel l, is this: Should we give the
farmers 83 cents per pound protection on the scoured content
of their wool? If we should, that will e the basis of all the
other duties. I think they are entitled to it. They should have
had that in the act of 1909; it was intended that they should
have it. They did not get It, but they will get it under this act.

If we Increase that rate to 83 cents a pound we will have to
give a compensatory duty, of course, npon the products of the
woolen mills. We have tried to give that in a way that would
exactly measure the 383 cents a pound upon the scoured content,
after making due allowance for the waste.

In addition to that we have given a duty for proteetion, and
that seems to me to be the whole question: Have we made the
protective rates too high?

I think not. As I stated, the ad valorem on the manufactured
product will be very much below that of the Payne-Aldrich
law. It should neot increase, but ought to decrease the cost of
all woolen fabrics.

This is a beautiful piece of cloth [exhibiting]. T went with-
out a new suit of clothes just as long as I could, but finally
had to get one the other day, and I know the cloth is not as
heavy or as good as this sample, which is gquoted at $2.50 a
yard. Yet I pald $90 for the suit I just bought. It takes 33
yards to make a suit, and the price of the suit I bought was
$00. With some tailors they run as high as $100 or £125. The
little duty upon the cloth is a bagatelle compared with the labor
cost and the overhead costs in the cost of a suit of clothes,

Mr. SMOOT. I notice in the New York World of July 22,
and also in the other New York papers, headlines like these:

Eighteen-million-dolar blow to farmers seen In tax on arsenic—Tarifr
l&&sﬁnﬁm s?éﬁf“hejms to colleet toll—Calls it menace ti“war on nl;m

Referring to a statement of the senior Senator from Sonth
Carolina [Mr. Saaru], I hardly think that is fair to the Ameri-
can people, I have before me the Tariff Commission’s summary,
and I want to shew now just what the production of this
Product is in the United States, the amount imported, and the
total value of the product. On page 17 of the Summary of Tariff
Information the Tariff Commission make this statement:

Description and uses: Arsenious acld or white arsenic, the most im-
portant and the commonest form of arsenic in commerce, is an acid
anhydride rather than a true acid. It I8 also known simply as
‘““arsenic™ or as arsenle trioxide. Arsenious acid is a white insoluhble
powder with a slightly metallic taste and vaporizes without melti
when heated in the open. Arsenic acid is chemically different and is
obtained by oxidation of white arsenic. It oceurs in commerce as a
true acid, a thick sirupy liquid packed in steel drums, and in the form
of the aecid anhydride—arsenic pentoxide, which by the addition of
water forms arsenle acid. Both of these aclds, as well as all soluble
salts of arsenie, are extremely polsonous.

Arsenious acld is used in the manufacture of imsecticides, chiefly
lead and caleium ‘arsenates, in plate-zlass manufacture, as a preserva-
ﬁ\;& for r::;liehigg{:é alxéd g;ie éht:nmixﬁ:eu actu:ga(:}’ogrseplc Mir?i ange:a:isTnini
Ba [\ 1
chemlicals eontaining arsenic, and its g;fg! have medjo cinrgs?l uﬁm i

Mark all the uses of this item In the United States. It is used
in the manufacture of plate glass, in the preservation of green
hides, and in medicinal preparations. What is the production?
What are the imports? And what is the value of the whole
product? The commission further say:

Tha domestic {rodnctlon of white arsenfc has Increased from 1,497
short tons in 1910 to 6,323 short tons, valued at $1,213,000, in 1018,
The 1919 output was 6,029 tons, White arsenie is obtained chiefly in
the United States as a by-product of smelting copper and lead ores.
Arsenic acid is manufactured by oxidizing white arsenle by means of
either mitriec acid or chlorine,

Imports of arsenlc and arsenious acids from 1908 to 1918 have aver-
a 2,725,670 pounds, valued at $126,828, and have come chiefly from

ermany, Cana » England, and Belglum. Later statistics follow.

I am not going to take the importations of the nine months of
1921, of 2,705,635 pounds; but I am going to take 7,479,485 pounds
for the year 1920 and add it to the produetion in the United
States, That amounts to only 20,000,000 pounds. The value of
the whole 20,000,000 pounds, including the duty and everything
else, was $ ,826, Taking the amount in the year of greatest
manufacture in the United States, and that brought in during
the year of greatest importation, and adding them together, it
gives 20,000,000 pounds, and at 2 cents a pomyl the tayitt would
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amount to $400,000. There is quite a difference between $18,-
000,000 and $400,000. Taking the imports alone the duty would
amount to something over $100,000 at 2 cents a pound during
the year of highest importations ; but assuming it affected every
pound produced in the United States and every pound imported
it would amount to only $400,000, and it has been used in the
manufacture of plate glass for the preservation of green hides,
in chemical compounds, and for medicinal purposes in all parts
of the United States. It is absurd to say that it costs the cotton
growers of the South $18,000,000, when the whole cost, for all
that was produced, and all that was imported, was $1,339,826.

Mr. OVERMAN. Whether it is $18,000,000 or $400,000 it is a
tax of 2 cents in favor of the smelters, and the burden is on the
farmer who buys the articles. That is the truth about it,
whether it is $400,000 or $18,000,000.

Mr. SMOOT, There is quite a difference between the fwo.

Mr. OVERMAN. It is a burden of 2 cents a pound in favor
of the smelters, giving them a tariff on the by-product and im-
posing a burden on the men who have to buy it.

Mr. SMOOT, Whatever they use, if you can count the 2
cents a pound it would be that much burden upon them; but
great quantities of it are used in the manufacture of plate
glass, great quantities are used for medicinal purposes, and
these figures cover every purpose for which it is used in all the
United States, not in one section.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. Président, I do not think we can get
a vote to-day on this schedule, and I am fearful that if we
should attempt to call for a yea-and-nay vote we would have
difficulty in obtaining & quorum at this hour in the afternoon
on Saturday. Under the circumstances I shall not ask for the
further consideration of the tariff bill this afternoon, I under-
stand the Senator from Washington has a bill he would like to
bring up for very short discussion,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, during the course
of the debate a colloquy ensued between the Senator from Idaho
[Mr, Goobina] and the Senator from DMassachusetts [Mr.
WarsH] concerhing the importance of the Payne-Aldrich law
in connection with the election of 1912, and the statement was
made in that connection that the tariff was not an issue in that
campaign as between the two wings of the Republican Party. I
read from the platform of the Progressive Party adopted in
Chicago on August 7, 1912, as follows:

We demand tariff revision because the present tariff is unjust to the
people of the United States. Fair dealing toward the people requires
an immediate dowuward revision of those schedules wherein duties are

<hown to be unjust or excessive.
® . . . * . .

We condemn the Payne-Aldrich Dbill as unjust to the people. The
Republican organization is in the hands of those whe have broken, and
:::\Ifi-:i‘r?; again be trusted to keep, the promise of necessary downward

So it is a fact that at least one-half of the Republican Party
in 1912 was protesting aguinst the Payne-Aldrich law.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I inguire of Sena-
tors in charge of the tariff bill if it is their expectation to reach
a vote on the woolen schedule or any important segment of it
on Monday?

Mr. McCUMBER. I hope so. I hope to dispose of the first
woolen proposition, both as to carpet wool and as to the duty
upon scoured content.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I had hoped very much that we would
not be expected to vote upon the main portion of the matter—
that is, the duty on the scoured content—until Tuesday. There
are some of us who have to be away on Monday to fill engage-
ments which we can not very well break. We have been pretty
patient in our attendance here for many weeks past, and I
had hoped the matter might go over until Tuesday.

Mr. McOUMBER. The Senator can easily understand that
we can not continue one step beyond in the schedule until we
have first determined the duty upon the wool itself.

Mr. WARREN. As a matter of fact, all the matters relating
to wool and wool cloth are related to the rate on the scoured
content of the wool.

Mr., McCUMBER. That is necessarily so.

Mr. WADSWORTH, I understand that, of course. I thought
there might have been some things passed over in the previous
portion of the bill upon which the Senate would be ready to
vote, which might be taken up on Monday. However, If the
Senator insists——

Mr. SMOOT, I do not think the discussion will be concluded
on Monday, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. WADSWORTH. To be frank, there are some of us who
would like to have a little consultation about the wool schedule.
We would like n little time in which to consult. So far as I
am concerned, the consultation is to be carried on in a very
friendly manner tuward the Committee on Finance,

Mr. McCUMBER. No one can say on any morning whether
we will get a vote that day before evenin . I hope we shall be
able to get a vote upon it on Monday, It will depend upon the
discussion,

Mr, WADSWORTH. For example, the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. JoxEs] has a bill of immense importance, the river
and harbor legislative bill, which he gave notice the other day
should be passed at this session of Congress.

Mr. McOCUMBER, I hope we can pass it this evening.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope so. If not, it can be taken up
on Monday.

Mr. McCUMBER. No: I could not consent to that.

Mr. SMOOT. . I do not understand that the Senator from
Washington is going to ask that the bill he has in charge shall
be passed this evening?

Mr., JONES of Washington.
passed to-day.

No; I do not ask that it be

Mr. WADSWORTH. Very well.
NORTH CAROLINA STATE CLATM.
Mr, OVERMAN. Mr. President, I submit the resolufion

which I send to the desk and ask unanimous consent for its
immediute consideration. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
resolution,

The resolution (S. Res. 324) was read, as follows:

Resolved, That the Comptroller General of the United States be, and
he hereby is. requested and directed to reexamine and restate the ac-
count of advances and expenditures made by the State of North Carolina

for military purposes in -the War of 1812 to 1815 with Great Britain,
;ol!x;puilln interest on said advances and expenditures according to the
ule whic

was né)plto-d in the settlement of a like account of the State
of Maryland under provisions of the act of Congress approved the
3d day of March, 1857, and which was afterwards applied to like
claims of the States of Massachusetts, Maine (July, 181’3 , New York,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Delaware, and report to the Senate
the result of such statement,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres-
ent considerafion of the resolution?

Mr, WADSWORTH. I have no objection to the resolution,
but I hope the Senator from North Carolina will have better
luck than New York had, New York's account was audited and
checked up in every conceivable way.

Mr, OVERMAN. I o not know whether we will have any
luck. We merely want a statement of the account.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Congress has consistently refused to
appropriate the money which it owes to New York.

Mr. OVERMAN. We just want to be put on a par with New
York, and get the information. J

Mr. WADSWORTH. I wish the Senator better luck than
New York has had.

The resolution was considered by unanimons consent and was

agreed to.

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS.

Mr. LODGE. I ask unanimous consent, out of order, to make
a report, as in executive session, from the Committee on Naval
Affairs of two nominations of chaplains in the Navy, to go to
the calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi-
nations will be received and placed on the Executive Cal-
endar.

Mr, WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent, out of order,
as in_executive session, to make a report from the Committee
on Military Affairs of nominations, to go to the Executive Cal-
endar,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi-
nations will be received and placed on the Executive Calendar,

RIVER AND HARBOER PROJECTS.

Mr, JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 10766)
authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, with
the understanding that any objected item or amendment shall
go over. I ask simply for the adoption of such amendments as
may be agreed to without any objection.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will also have it understood that
in case there is objection later, after investigation, he will con-
sent to a reconsideration of the vote by which any amendment
was agreed to?

Mr. JONES of Washington. I shall ask for a reconsideration
of any item that may be adopted to-day in case a request is
made for its reconsideration.

AMr, McCUMBER. For that purpose I have no objection to
temporarily laying aside the tariff bill for the balance of the
day. I ask unanimous consent for that purpose,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from
Washington?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the

Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 10766) authorizing
the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which had
been reported from the Committee on Commerce with amend-
ments,

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the formal reading of
the bill be dispensed with and that the bill be read for action
on the committee amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Secretary will report the first amendment.

The first amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on
page 2, after line 22, to insert:

Inland waterway from Norfolk, Va., to Beaufort Inlet, N. C.: The
Secretary of War is hereby authorized to purchase, as a part of said

waterway, the existing Lake Drummond Canal, together with all prop-
erty r!fgt.s and franchises appertaining therefu, at a price of not to
exceed £500,000, in accordance with the report submitted in House Com-

mittee Document No. 5, Bixty-seventh Congress, second sesslon,

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the amendment may
go over. The Senators from North Carolina are interested in it,
and there are some Senators who are opposed to it. So I ask
that it may go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be passed
over,

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on
page 4, after line 18, to insert:

Corpus Christi, Tex., in accordance with the report submitted in
House Document No. sk1. Blxty-seventh Congress, second session, and
subject to the conditions set forth in said document.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I notice that the project is
predicated upon the report, House Document No. 821. What is
the approximate amount of money contemplated by the several
projects recommended by the committee?

Mr. JONES of Washington. The obligations upon the Gov-
ernment with respect to those projects reported by the com-
mittee will be something over $2,000,000; that is, for all the
projects recommended by the Senate Committee on Commerce.

Mr. WARREN. The total expenditure to be estimated under
these amendments of the committee will be something like
$2.000,000%

Mr. JONES of Washington. A little over $2,000,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on
page 6, after line 4, to insert:

Noyo River, Calif,, in accordance with the report submitted in House
Document No. 679, hixty-sh:th Congress, second sesslon,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 6, at the end of line 13,
to insert the following additional proviso:

Provided further, That no work shall be done above the Webster
Btreet and Harrlson Street Bridges until those bridges have been re-
moved or so altered, in accordance with plans approved by the Secre-
tary of War and the Chief of Engineers, as to provide suitable facili-
ties for navigation.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 10, to insert:

Umpqua River, bar and entrance, Oreg, In accordance with report
mbT;;tatm in House Document No, 918, Sixty-fifth Congress, second
8e8s .

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 16, to insert:

Siuslaw River, Oreg., Acme to entrance, in accordance with reslo.‘rt
whr:u;ted in House Document No. 173, Sixty-fifth Congress, t
gession,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 16, to insert:

Lake Washington 8hip Canal, Wash., below the locks, in accordance
with report submitted in House Document No. 324, Sixty-seventh Con-
gress, second sesslon,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 10, after line 2, to insert:

Wrangell Harbor, Alaska, in accordance with the report submitted in
House cument No. 161, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, and
subject to the conditions set forth in said document.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 9, to insert:

Galena River Lock, Illinois.

The amendment was agreed to.

-The next amendment was, on page 12, line 2, after the word
“authorized,” to strike out “ and directed,” so as to read:

8pe. 5. That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized
to construct six seagoing bhopper dredges for use in improvement and
maintenance work on authorized projects on the Atlantie, Pacific, and

Gulf eoasts, the cost of said dredges to be }mid from appropriations
heretofore made, or to be hereafter made, for the preservation and

L

maintenance of existing river and harbor works, and for the prosecu-
tion of such projects heretofore authorized as may be most desirable
in the interests of commerce and navigation.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 21, to insert
the following new section:

Sec, 0. That hereafter no project shall be considered by any commit-
tee of Congreas with a view to its adoption, except with a view to a
survey, if five years have elapsed since a report upon a survey of such
project has been submitted to Congress pursuant to law.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 2, to insert
the following mew section:

SecC. 10. That any work of improvement herein adopted. and any
Suhtlc work on canals, rivers, and harbors heretofore adopted by

ongress, may be prosecuted by direct appropriations, by continuing

contracts, or by both direct appropriations and continuing contracts,
as né” be provided in any act mak ng appropriations to carry on such
works,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 8, to insert
the following new section :

Sec. 11. That owners, agents. masters, and clerks of vessels and
other craft plying upon the navigable waters of the United States, and
all individuals and corporations engaged in transporting their own
goods upon the navigable waters of the United States, shall furnish
such statements relative to vessels, passengers, freight, and tonnage
as may be required by the Secretary of War: Provided, That this shall
not apply to the rafting of logs except upon a direct request upon the
owner to furnish specific information. 4

That every person or persons oﬂmdin&ngainst the provisions of this
act shall, for each and every offénse, lable to a fine of $100, or
imprisonment not exceeding two months, to be enforced in any district
court in the United States within whose territorial jurisdiction such
offense may have been committed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 14, after line 23, to insert
the following new section:

SEC. 12. That the contract dated July 29, 1921, executed by the
Boston, Cape Cod & New York Canal Co., and transmitted to (‘m":rgresm
by the Secretary of War and printed in House Document No. 139,
Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, is hereby ratified on condition
that such company files with the Becretary of War itz consent in writ-
mq' that paragraph 8 of such contract be amended to read as follows :

8. The payment of the amount herein agreed to be paid, or any
part of same, to the said canal company is to be upon the express
condition that the Boston, Cape Cod & New York Canal Co. waives,
in writinﬂ any and all claims of any nature whatsoever that it may
have against the President, the Director General of Raiiroads, or the
United States, and upon such release the Director General of Railroads
shall release the company from any claim or demand against the com-
pany growing out of Federal control.” >

Mr. JONES of Washington. That amendment will have to
go over. There is objection to it and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Lobge] is not here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be passed
over.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on
page 15, line 17, to change the section number from “9”
to “13.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 7, to insert:

Gowanus Creek Channel ffom the foot of Percival Street to [Hamil-
ton Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y., with a view to deepening the same to 26
feet at mean low water.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES of Washington. At this point I desire to offer
the following amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washwg-
ton offers an amendment, which the Seecretary will report.

The Reapine CreErk, On page 17, after line 11, following
the amendment just agreed to, insert the following:

Buffalo, outer and inner harbor, and Buffalo Creek, N, Y.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was,
on page 17, line 16, after the word “ navigation,” to insert
“and extending in a straight line in front of the dock of Edge-
water about three-quarters of a mile farther north,” so as to
make the paragraph read:

Hudson River Channel, along the water front of Weehawken and
Edgewater, N. J,, with 8 view to providing a depth of 40 feet at
mean low water or such lesser depth as may be necessary to serve the
interests of navigation and extending in a straight line in front of
the dock of Edgewater about three-guarters of a mile farther north,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 21, to
insert:

Oyster Creek, Atlantic County, N. J.

Fhe amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 22, to insert:

SBhrewsbury River, N. J.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 4, to insert: f

Munasquan Inlet, N. J.
The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 5, to insert: ;

Passale "River, N. J., above the Montelair and Greenwood Lake
railway bridge.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 11, to insert:

Herring Bay and Rockhole Creek, Md.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 22, after the word
“ with,” to strike out “ Black” and insert “ Back,” so as to
read :

Channel connecting York River, Va., with Back Creeck to Slaight’s
wharf.

The amendment was agreed to,

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 4, after the.wotd
basin,” to strike out * between CUraney Island and the city of
Norfolk™ and insert “in the vicinity of Craney Island,” so as
to make the paragraph read:

Norfolk Harbor, Va., with a view to providing an anchorage basin in
the vicinity of Craney Island.

The amendment was agreed fo. .

The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 6, to strike
out:

Tallahatchie and Coldwater Rivers, Miss., and the tributaries of these
rivers, with a view to dev[alnguplans for flood prevention and determin-
ing the extent to which the United Btates should te with the
Stute and other communities and interests in carrying out smch p
jts share being based on the value of protection to na ol

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 19, at the end of line 17,
to strike out “ Manassa " and insert “ Nevassa,” so as to read:

Cape Fear River, below Wilmington, N, C., and between Wilmington
and EeVASsa.

The amendment was agreed to. :

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 20, after the word
“ Mill” to strike out “ Gut"” and insert “ Cut,” so as to read:

Mill Cut, North Harlowe, Craven County, N. C.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, at the top of page 20, to strike out:

Savannah River, below Augusta, Ga.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 1, to insert:

Waeccamaw River from Red Bluff, 8. C., to Pireway, N. C., with a view
te providing a 4-foot chanmel,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was; on page 20, after Jine 7, to insert:
Bavannah River, below Augusta, Ga.

The amendment was agreed to. .

The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 8, to insert:
8t., Johns River, Fla., Jacksonville to Palatka.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment to the committee amendment. In line 9 I move to amend
by striking out “ Palatka " and “ Sanford.” My col-
league [Mr. Frercuer], who is the author of the original
amendment, wishes to have the change made that is mow pro-
posed by the amendment just offered by me, and I, too, desire its
adoption,

MI::. JONES of Washington. I have no objection to the
amendment proposed by the junior Senator from Florida to the
amendment of the committee,

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was,
on page 20, after line 9, to insert:

Bayou Chico, Fla.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 10, to insert:

Blackwater Bay and River, Fla,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 11, to Insert:
. Suwanee River, from Branford, Fla., to Channel No. 4, near Cedar

&Y.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 20, line 22, after the word
“and,” to strike out *“ Mississippi” and insert “ Tennessee,”
g0 as to read:

Tombigbee Rlver, Ala. and Miss, and canal connecting the Tom-
tighee and Tennessee Rivers,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was; on page 20, after line 22, to insert:

West side Mississippl River at Bt. Paul, Minn, with vi
establishing a bﬂrbcrt‘:gere. . 5 Sl

The amendinent was agreed to.

The next amendment. was, at the top of page 21, to strike out:
Waterway from Bayou Teche, La., to the Mermentan River.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the amendment be

_ disagreed to.

The amendment was rejected. :
'g.'he next amendment was, on page 21, after line 2, to strike
oub:

Waterway from Lake Charles, La., to the Sabine River, Tex. and La.,
through the Calcasien River and the Intracoastal Waterway from Cal-
casieu River, La., to Babine River, Tex. and La.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that this amendment also
be disagreed to.

The amendment was rejected. 5

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 10, after the name
o ngue," to strike out “ Falaya " and insert “ Falia,” so as to
read:

Chefuncte River and Bogue Falia, La.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 11, to insert:

Lake Fausse Pointe, La., with a view to securing a navigable channel
by constructing and maintalning a canpal from Grand Bayou to Sandy
Point, or otherwise,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RANSDELL. After line 14, page 21, 1 move to insert
the amendment which T send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Louisiana will he stated.

The Reapine Crerk. On page 21, after line 14, it is pro-
posed to insert:

Bayon Bonfonca, La.

The amendment was agreed to. f

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was,
on page 21, after line 17, to insert:

Tallahatehie and Coldwater Rivers, Miss., and the tribotarles of
these rivers, with a view to devising plans for flood protection and
determining the extent to which the United States should cooperate
with the gtm:e and other communities and interests in carrying out
such: plans, its share Dbeing based on the value of protection to
navigation.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 23, to insert:

Intracoastal canal from the Missizssippl River at or near New
Orleans, La., to Corpus Christ], Tex.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that that amendment be
disagreed to, as it is covered by an amendment which was
adopted a moment ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment,

The amendment was rejected.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, at
the top of page 22, to insert:

Babine-Neches Canal, with a view to revetment of north bank from
what is known as Blands Bend Read, on the north, through the city
to the southern limits of said city.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, line 5, after the word
“and,” to strike out * Sioux City, Iowa,"” and insert *“ Cham-
berlain, S. Dak.,” so as to read:

Missonr]l River, between Eansas l.‘:l*tdi Kans., from the upper end of
Quindaro Bend, and Chamberlain, 8, Dak.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 8, to insert:

Canoe Creek, Henderson County, Ky., at its junction with the Ohio
River, with a.k;-luw. to dredging and establishing a barbor of refuge.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 13, to insert:

Mississippi River, at Nauvoo, IlL

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 14, to insert:

Lt.isslsgippi_ River, at Dallas City, IlL

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 17, to insert:

Petoskey Harbor, Mich.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 22, after line 18, to insert:

Cheboygan River, Mich., with a view to being dredged to the depth
of 18 feet, from ihe State Street Bridge to Elm Street, in the clty of
Cheboygzan.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, at the top of page 28, to insert:

{ilinois River, I1L., with a view to preparing plans, and estimates of
cost, for the prevention and eontrol of floods on said river and its
tributaries, and to determining the extent to which the ed Sta
and local interests should cooperate in carrying out such plans.

The amendment was agreed to. .

The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 12, to strike
out:

Wilson Harbor, N. Y.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 16, to insert:

Wilson Harbor, N. Y.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendinent was, on page 24, line 1, after the name
“ Niagara River,” to strike out:

And Tonawanda Creek.

The amendment was agreed to,
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 1, to insert:

Tonawanda Creek, N. Y.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 2, fo insert:

Bloomfield Creek, Staten Island, N. Y,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 10, to
insert:

Oakland Harbor, Calif.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES of Washington. After line 9, on page 25, I offer
the amendment which I send fo the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from Washington will be stated.

The Rrapise Crer. On page 25, after line 9, it is proposed
to insert:

The Columbia River between the mouth of the Willamette and the
city of Vancouver, Wash,, with a view to determine whether the United
States should maintain the channel if it is deepened to 25 feet by the
port coummission of Vancouver, Wash.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Washington.

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on
page 25, after line 11, to insert:

English Bay, 8t. Paul Island, Alaska.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 15, to in-
sert :

Hilo Harbor, Hawali.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 16, to in-
sert :

Eahului Harbor. Hawail

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 17, to in-
gert the following new section:

SEC. 14. That the jurisdiction of the Mississippi River Commission
is hereby extended from Cairo, Ill., to the Head of the Passes and to
the tributaries and outlets of the Mississippi River, in so far as they
are affected by the flood waters of the Mississippi River.

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr. JONES of Washington, Mr., President, that completes
the bill with the exception of the amendments which have been
passed over,

THE TARIFF.

Mr, CURTIS. 1 ask that the unfinished business may be
lInid before the Senate.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R, 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

RECESS.

Mr. CURTIS. T move that the Senate take a recess, the

recess being, under the unanimous-consent agreement, until
Monday next at 11 o'clock a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 25 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously entered,
took a recess until Monday, July 24, 1922, at 11 o’clock a. m.

SENATE,
Moxpay, July 2}, 1922,
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.

Mr. UNDERWOOD obtained the floor,

Mr., HEFLIN. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll,

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered fo their names:

Ashurst Goodin Nicholson Stanley

Ball Harrel Norbeck Sterling
Borah Heflin Oddie Swanson
Brandegee Jones, N, Mex, Overman Trammell
Bursum Jones, Wash, Phipps Underwood
Cameron Kellog, Fomerena Wadsworth
Capper Kendrick Ransdell Walsh, Mass,
Carawny Ladd Rawson Walsh, Mont.
Colt Lod Robinson Warren
Culberson McCumber hhepgnrd Watson, Ind.
Comming MecLean Smit Willis
Curtis McNary Smoot

Dial Nelson Spencer

Elkins New Stanfield

Mr. CURTIS, I wish to announce that the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes] is detained on official business.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I wish to state that the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Prrraax] is absent owing to illness in his family,
and that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. WATson] is absent by
reason of illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Laop in the chair), Fifty-
three Senators having answered to their names, a quoram is
present.

RAILROAD SITUATION IN COLORADO,

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. President——
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yleld to the Senator from Colorado
for a moment.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I desire to have read a telegram which
Ithave received from citizens of my State, which is self-explan-
atory.

The telegram was read and referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce, as follows:

[Western Union telegram,)
DevLTa, Cono., July 23, 1922,
SAMUEL D. NICHOLSON, : 4 =

United States Senator, Washington, D, 0.

At a  meeting held in Delta this morniu‘;. attended by representa-
tives from Montrose, Coalcreek, Olathe, California, Mesa 1ta, Cedar-.
edge, Hotchkiss, and Paonia, it was decided that the railroad situation
must be relleved or financial ruin faced. Both Delta and Montrose
Counties’ perishable products are now ready to move. Ten thousand
cars is the railroad estimate from the above sections. We ask that the
National Government immediately take charge, both as to the labor and
manggement of the railroads, and draft e necessary employees if
other means fail. We further represent the National Government is
interested financially. Five thousand cars or more come from the
reclamation project located in the Uncompahgre Valley. The farmers
are obligated to paﬂnthe Governmrent, and they now demand protection
in moving and selling their crop, so their indebtedness may be met.
We also request immedinte action be taken to il\re ‘the Labor Board

wers that their mandates may be enforced both against capital and

abor,
Warrer J. HoLrANDS, Chairman,
J. W. Baryext, Secretary.

PETITIONS,

Mr, McLEAN presented a resolution adopted by Bricklayers,
Masons, and Plasterers’ International Union, No. 22, of Dan-
bury, Conn., which was referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

BRICKLAYERS, MASONS, AND PLASTERERS’
INTERNATIONAL UxioN, No. 22,
Danbury, Conn., July 20, 1922,

At a special meeting of Bricklayers, Masons, and Plasterers’ Local
No. 22, held July 20, 1922, the following resolution was adopted :

“ Whereas many thousands of wage earners have been out of em-
ployment for the past vear: and :

“ Whereas manufactured goads are coming into our country from
Euro %o due to the cheap labor conditions, in competition with Ameri-
can labor;

“ Whereas if those conditions are allowed to continue our workers
will still be in the army of unemployed, causing great suffering amon
the workers and their families and reducing the American standard o
living with low wages : Therefore be it

% Resolved, That we go on record as favnrinf the tariff bill now in
the United States Senate with the American valuation clause on manu-
factored goods, and a copy of this resolution be sent to our TUnited
States Senators at Washington, D, C.”

Membership, 65,

C'HARLES JOHNSOX,
Corresponding Secrelary,
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